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1792 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

Boise   District   Office 

3948   Development   Avenue 

Boise,    Idaho      83705 


Dear  Reader: 

Attached  for  your  review  is  the  Final  Livestock  Grazing  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  covering  the  Bruneau  Resource  Area  and  several 
allotments  of  the  Owyhee  Resource  Area.  The  statement  was  prepared  by 
the  Boise  District,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  pursuant  to  Section  102 
(2)(C)  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969. 

The  statement  describes  and  analyses  the  environmental,  economic,  and 
social  effects  of  proposed  grazing  management  on  2,379,014  acres  of 
public  land  in  southwest  Idaho.  Four  alternative  levels  of  livestock 
grazing  to  the  proposed  action  are  considered. 

The  preparation  of  this  final  statement  differs  from  previous  procedures 
of  reprinting  the  entire  draft  statement.  This  statement  includes  only 
those  changes  that  are  necessary  in  the  Draft  EIS  and  responses  to  public 
comments  received  on  the  Draft  EIS. 

This  document,  used  with  the  draft  statement  distributed  to  the  public  on 
May  20,  1982  (filed  with  the  Evnrionmental  Protection  Agency  on  May  26, 
1982)  constitutes  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 


This  final  statement  is  not  a  decision  document;  it  merely  discloses  the 
probable  impacts  to  the  human  environment  that  the  proposed  action  and 
alternatives  would  create.  The  decision  on  the  action  to  be  taken  will 
be  based  on  the  analysis  contained  in  the  Final  EIS,  BLM's  manpower  and 
budget  constraints,  public  concerns  and  comments,  and  other  multiple-use 
resource  objectives  or  programs  for  the  area.  Decisions  cannot  be 
enacted  for  at  least  30  days  following  filing  of  the  final  statement  with 
the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  distribution  to  the  public.  A 
summary  document  outlining  the  management  direction  for  the  Bruneau-Kuna 
EIS  area  will  be  prepared  and  made  available  as  soon  as  a  decision  is 
reached,  tentatively,  late  1982.  More  specific  decisions  will 
subsequently  be  developed  on  an  allotraent-by-allotment  basis. 

Thank  you  for  your  interest  and  participation. 

Sincerely  yours, 


f 


Martin  J.  Zimmer 
District  Manager 
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BRUNEAU-KUNA 
GRAZING  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

(  )   Draft  (X)  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

1.  Type  of  Action:   (X)  Administrative      (  )  Legislative 

2.  Responsible  Agencies: 

a.  Lead  Agency:    U.S.   Department  of   the  Interior,   Bureau  of 
Land  Management,  Boise  District  Office 

b.  Cooperating  Agency:   None 

3.  Abstract: 

The  Bruneau-Kuna  Grazing  Environmental  Impact  Statement  analyzes 
the  effects  of  livestock  grazing  on  2,379,014  acres  of  public  land  in 
southwest  Idaho.  Four  grazing  management  alternatives  to  the 
Proposed  Action  are  presented  and  analyzed  in  terms  of  their 
projected  economic,  social  and  environmental  effects.  Each 
alternative  analyzes  a  different  level  of  allocating  the  vegetative 
resource  among  competing  users. 

This  document  will  be  used  to  determine  the  proper  level  of 
forage  allocation  to  livestock  and  wildlife  use  on  the  public  lands, 
using  the  multiple  use  sustained-yield  concept.  The  rangeland 
management  program  selected  for  the  subject  public  land  will  be  based 
upon  the  analysis  presented  in  this  document. 

4.  Comments  Have  Been  Requested  and  Received  from  the  Following: 

Comments  were  requested  from  those  agencies,  organizations  and 
individuals  listed  on  pages  5-1  through  5-3  of  the  Draft  EIS  and 
received  from  those  listed  on  pages  42  through  45  of  the  Final  EIS. 

5 .  Dates  Draft  Statement  Made  Available  to  EPA  and  the  Public: 

Draft:   May  20,  1982  -  available  to  the  public 
May  26,  1982  -  filed  with  the  EPA 
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SUMMARY 


The  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Boise  District,  is  proposing  to 
implement  an  improved  rangeland  management  program  on  2,379,014  acres  of 
public  land  located  primarily  in  southwest  Idaho.  The  purpose  of  the 
proposal  is  to  improve  the  soil,  water  and  vegetative  resources  within 
the  area.  This  would  be  accomplished  by  properly  allocating  the 
vegetative  resource  between  livestock,  wildlife,  and  non-consumptive 
uses.  Improved  management  of  existing  livestock  use  coupled  with  range 
improvement  projects  (i.e.,  fences,  water  development  and  brush  control) 
would  aid  in  the  attainment  of  objectives. 

The  proposed  management  was  developed  from  draft  land  use  plans  for 
the  Bruneau  Resource  Area  and  the  southern  portion  of  the  Owyhee  Resource 
Area.  These  plans  will  be  finalized  following  completion  of  this  EIS. 
Alternatives  to  the  proposed  action  include:  1)  Continue  Present 
Management,  2)  No  Livestock  Grazing,  3)  Increased  Livestock  Use,  and  4) 
Reduced  Livestock  Use. 

Major  issues  that  were  identified  during  the  scoping  process  that 
will  be  resolved  during  this  land  use  plan/EIS  process  include:  1)  what 
is  the  appropriate  level  of  livestock  grazing  on  the  area,  2)  should 
none,  all  or  a  portion  of  a  pipeline  proposed  on  the  Jacks  Creek  Plateau 
be  constructed,  and  3)  from  an  economic  standpoint,  what  is  the  optimum 
balance  between  livestock  use  and  other  consumptive  or  non-consumptive 
uses. 


PROPOSED  ACTION 

The  proposed  action  would  allocate  vegetation  for  consumptive  use  by 
livestock  and  wildlife  on  49  allotments.  Vegetation  would  be  allocated 
to  satisfy  reasonable  wildlife  numbers  determined  during  the  BLM  planning 
process.  Reasonable  numbers  represent  the  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  1990  population  goals.  The  initial  allocation  to  livestock  would  be 
202,275  Animal  Unit  Months  (AUM's).  This  is  7%  above  the  past  five-year 
licensed  use  but  15%  below  the  current  active  grazing  preference. 
Wildlife  would  be  allocated  2,333  AUM's. 

The  vegetation  production  data  presented  in  this  environmental  impact 
statement  were  collected  in  the  field  seasons  of  1979,  1980  and  1981 
according  to  accepted  Bureau  standards.  This  information  is  suitable  for 
planning  purposes.  In  implementing  the  decision,  current  rangeland 
management  policy  will  be  followed.  Production  data  will  be  tempered 
with  forage  utilization  and  other  monitoring  studies  to  ensure  that  the 
initial  stocking  rate  by  allotment  is  consistent  with  the  land  use  plan 
objectives.  Modification  (either  increase  or  decrease)  in  stocking  rate 
will  be  based  on  production  data,  monitoring  and  the  land  use  plan. 

Under  the  proposed  action,  two  levels  of  grazing  management  are 
proposed.    Intensive  management  would  be  applied  to  25  allotments  and 


less  intensive  management  would  be  applied  to  24  allotments.  In  the 
intensive  management  category,  allotment  management  plans  (AMP's) 
incorporating  specific  grazing  systems  and  multiple  use  objectives  would 
be  developed  following  completion  of  this  EIS  and  the  land  use  plans. 
AMP's  would  not  be  developed  in  the  less  intensive  category.  However, 
season  of  use  would  be  established  and  grazing  systems  could  be 
developed . 

The  proposal  includes  measures  to  improve  or  protect  fisheries 
habitat,  wildlife  habitat,  cultural  resources  and  other  resource  values. 
Approximately  153  miles  of  fisheries  habitat  would  be  managed  with  the 
primary  management  objective  being  to  improve  riparian  and  fisheries 
habitat  condition.  An  additional  125  miles  of  canyonland  would  be 
reserved  for  bighorn  sheep,  river  otter,  mountain  quail  and  other 
riparian  associated  wildlife  (including  fisheries  habitat). 

Implementation  of  the  proposed  action  would  require  installation  of 
the  following  range  improvements  and  land  treatment  projects: 

250  miles  of  fence  75  cattleguards 

125  spring  developments  105  miles  of  pipeline 

235  reservoirs  234,000  acres  of  brush  control 

Six  wells  42,300  acres  of  brush  control  &  seeding 

Eight  water  catchments 

The  proposed  action  includes  development  of  19  miles  of  pipeline  on 
the  plateau  between  Little  Jacks  and  Big  Jacks  Creek. 


ALTERNATIVE  #1  -  CONTINUE  PRESENT  MANAGEMENT 

Under  this  alternative,  the  current  level  and  type  of  grazing  use 
would  continue.  The  five-year  average  licensed  use  of  189,800  AUMs  is 
assumed  to  continue.  A  limited  amount  of  project  development  would  be 
done. 


ALTERNATIVE  #2  -  NO  LIVESTOCK  GRAZING 

All  livestock  grazing  on  public  lands  administered  by  the  BLM  would 
be  terminated.  All  vegetative  production  would  be  available  for  wildlife 
and  non-consumptive  uses.  No  new  project  development  for  livestock 
management  would  be  constructed.   Existing  fences  would  be  removed. 


ALTERNATIVE  #3  -  INCREASED  LIVESTOCK  USE 

This  alternative  addresses  additional  range  improvements  and 
increased  forage  allocations  that  could  occur  if  Congress  does  not 
designate  any  wilderness  study  areas  within  the  EIS  area  as  wilderness. 
The  forage  allocation  would  be  1,833  AUM's  above  that  described  in  the 
proposed  action,  because  of  increased  water  development.  The  initial 
allocation  for  livestock  would  be  204,108  AUM's  and  the  allocation  for 
wildlife  would  be  2,333  AUM's.   Under  this  alternative,  an  additional  22 


miles  of  pipeline  on  the  Jacks  Creek  plateau  and  an  additional  1,600 
acres  of  brush  control  is  proposed.  Other  management  proposals  would  be 
the  same  as  those  described  in  the  proposed  action. 


ALTERNATIVE  #4  -  REDUCED  LIVESTOCK  USE 

This  alternative  addresses  a  lower  level  of  livestock  use,  later 
livestock  turn  out  dates  on  17  allotments,  and  assumes  a  lower  level  of 
funding  than  does  the  proposed  action.  The  funding  level  is  based  on  the 
amount  of  range  improvement  money  anticipated  to  be  returned  to  the  study 
area  over  a  ten  year  period. 

Livestock  would  be  allocated  175,922  AUM;s  and  wildlife  would  be 
allocated  2,333  AUM's.  Project  development  would  be  the  same  as  that 
described  in  the  proposed  action  except  that  none  of  the  pipeline 
proposed  on  the  Jacks  Creek  plateau  would  be  constructed  and  81,600  acres 
of  brush  control  that  was  proposed  in  the  proposed  action  would  not  be 
completed . 


ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 

Proposed  Action 

The  proposed  action  would  improve  range  condition.  The  range 
condition  class  would  improve  on  approximately  70%  of  the  area.  Plant 
vigor  and  production  would  improve  on  the  remainder  of  the  area;  but 
because  of  low  site  productivity,  lack  of  desirable  plant  species,  and 
low  precipitation  levels,  30%  of  the  area  would  remain  in  the  poor  range 
condition  class.  The  278  miles  of  riparian  area  identified  for  grazing 
exclusion  or  special  fisheries  habitat  management  would  show  improvement 
over  20  years.  The  remainder  of  the  riparian  areas  would  continue  to 
receive  heavy  livestock  use  and  would  remain  in  less  than  optimum 
condition.  Soil  stability  on  high  and  critical  erosion  hazard  areas 
would  be  maintained.  Stream  bank  erosion  would  increase  on  streams  not 
fenced  or  managed  primarily  for  fisheries  habitat  improvement. 

Forage  production  is  expected  to  increase  from  improved  grazing 
management,  increased  water  development  and  land  treatment  projects.  In 
20  years,  livestock  use  would  increase  from  the  current  five  year  average 
use  of  189,800  AUM's  to  269,785  AUM's. 

A  gradual  improvement  in  mule  deer  diet  would  occur  and  mule  deer 
habitat  objectives  would  be  met.  Antelope,  population  levels  would 
increase.  The  proposal  would  generally  be  beneficial  to  bighorn  sheep 
even  though  some  adverse  impacts  may  occur  from  the  proposed  Jacks  Creek 
pipeline.  Sage  grouse  population  levels  would  increase.  Fisheries  and 
riparian  associated  wildlife  would  be  benefitted  on  those  areas  showing 
riparian  habitat  improvement.  In  years  of  below  normal  vegetative 
production,  livestock  use  may  adversely  impact  the  prey  base  and  birds 
within  the  Snake  River  Birds  of  Prey  Area. 

Visual  resources  would  be  adversely  impacted  by  some  of  the  proposed 


project  development  and  land  treatments.  Wilderness  values  would  be 
maintained  on  most  wilderness  study  areas.  However,  increased  livestock 
use  would  adversely  impact  the  ecological  values  of  some  areas  currently 
in  good  or  excellent  range  condition.  Recreation  quality  and  uses  within 
the  area  would  be  enhanced . 

Ranch  income  changes  over  the  long  term  would  amount  to  +$683,700. 
The  net  present  worth  of  the  proposed  action  would  be  +$503,700.  In  20 
years,  regional  employment  would  increase  by  132  jobs  and  the  ranching 
community  would  have  a  strengthened  feeling  of  social  well  being.  • 

Alternative  #1  -  Continue  Present  Management 

Under  this  alternative,  vegetative  response  would  be  variable.  On 
those  allotments  where  the  range  inventory  indicated  excess  forage,  range 
conditions  would  improve.  On  allotments  where  the  inventory  indicated 
forage  shortages,  range  condition  would  decline.  Consequently,  overall 
condition  and  forage  production  would  show  little  change.  Similarily, 
little  overall  change  in  wildlife  habitat  conditions  would  occur. 
Conditions  are  generally  unsatisfactory  on  much  of  the  area.  Maintaining 
current  levels  of  grazing  use  in  the  birds-of-prey  area  would  reduce 
potential  adverse  impacts  identified  for  the  proposed  action.  Fisheries 
habitat  conditions  would  decline  because  of  continued  concentration  of 
livestock  on  riparian  areas. 

Although  recreation  use  would  increase  due  to  current  trends  the 
quality  of  hunting  and  fishing  would  decline.  This  alternative  would 
have  fewer  adverse  impacts  to  wilderness  values  than  the  proposed  action. 
Most  of  the  areas  in  good  range  condition  would  experience  reduced 
livestock  use,  because  of  range  condition  improvement  in  affected 
allotments. 

Ranch  income  would  not  change  over  the  20  year  period.  The  net 
present  worth  of  this  alternative  would  be  -$715,900. 

Alternative  #2  -  No  Livestock  Grazing 

Implementation  of  the  no  livestock  grazing  alternative  would  result 
in  improved  vegetative  and  watershed  conditions.  However,  the  absence  of 
sagebrush  removal  projects  would  limit  vegetative  improvement  on  certain 
range  sites.  Wildlife  and  fisheries  habitat  conditions  and  population 
levels  would  respond  more  favorably  than  in  any  other  alternative. 
Recreation,  visual  resources,  and  wilderness  values  would  also  show 
significant  enhancement.  Elimination  of  grazing,  however,  would  have 
considerable  adverse  impacts  to  livestock  operators.  Ranch  income 
changes  would  amount  to  -$1,593,304.  The  net  present  worth  of  this 
alternative  would  be  -$11,740,900.  The  ranching  community  would 
experience  a  reduced  feeling  of  social  well  being. 

Alternative  //3  -  Increased  Livestock  Use 

Impacts  of  this  alternative  would  be  similar  to  those  described  for 
the  proposed  action,  when  the  entire  study  area  is  considered.  However, 
there  would  be  significant  differences  in  the  area  of  the  Jacks  Creek 


pipeline  and  on  those  areas  with  increased  sagebrush  treatment. 
Development  of  22  miles  of  spur  lines  to  the  19  mile  portion  of  the  Jacks 
Creek  pipeline  included  in  the  proposed  action  would  open  up  additional 
areas  for  livestock  grazing.  This  would  create  reductions  in  vegetative 
vigor  and  localized  concentration  areas  near  water  sources.  However,  the 
overall  condition  class  of  the  area  would  remain  unchanged.  This 
increased  livestock  use  would  adversely  impact  bighorn  sheep,  visual 
resources  and  wilderness  values.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  Jacks  Creek 
bighorn  sheep  herd  would  be  lost  because  of  competition  with  livestock. 

The  net  present  worth  of  this  alternative  would  be  +$625,900. 
Ranchers  income  changes  would  be  +$725,400. 

Alternative  //4  -  Reduced  Livestock  Use 

Later  livestock  turnout  dates  would  benefit  most  resources  on 
affected  allotments.  Antelope  and  sage  grouse  populations  would  increase 
because  of  reduced  competition  on  spring  ranges.  Fisheries  and  riparian 
habitat  conditions  would  improve  over  levels  described  in  the  proposed 
action,  because  of  decreased  livestock  use  and  shortened  seasons  of 
use.  Reduced  sagebrush  treatments  in  several  allotments  would  reduce 
the  amount  of  vegetative  improvement  and  forage  production  from  that 
which  would  be  achieved  in  the  proposed  action.  By  not  constructing  any 
of  the  Jacks  Creek  pipeline,  pristine  vegetation,  wildlife  habitat, 
visual  quality  and  wilderness  values  would  be  maintained  on  the  Jacks 
Creek  plateau.  However,  without  the  pipeline,  the  options  for 
implementing  future  grazing  systems  or  Allotment  Management  Plans  on  the 
two  affected  allotments  would  be  reduced.  This  could  result  in 
unsatisfactory  vegetative  response  on  the  remainder  of  these  allotments. 

Ranch  income  changes  would  be  +$476,800,  and  the  net  present  worth  of 
this  alternative  would  be  +$51,200. 

Table  1  shows  a  comparison  of  impacts  between  the  proposed  action  and 
the  alternatives. 


Table   1 
Comparative  Impact  Summary 
(Projected  20-Year  Impacts  unless  otherwise  noted) 
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does &  a  resultant 

5,840  Winter 

would  not  be  met. 

ment  objectives . 

better  fawn  crop. 
Management  population 
object  Ives  would  be 
achieved . 

Antelope 

Approximately  80%  of  the 

Winter/early  spring  ante- 

Habitat conditions  & 

Elimination  of  live- 

Similar to  proposed 

Lack  of  spring  compe- 

antelope habitat  is  in 

lope  range  would  improve 

population  levels 

stock  competition 

action.   Some  ex- 

tition for  grasses  & 

poor  or  fair  condition. 

slightly  but  remain  In 

would  remain  stat  tc . 

for  grasses  &  forbs 

panded  water  de- 

forbs (prior  to  May 

poor  condition.   Estab- 

would be  beneficial 

velopment  . 

15)  would  benefit 

Population: 

lishing  crucial  antelope 

to  atnelope.   Popu- 

pregnant does  &  ante- 

980 summer 

winter/early  spring  range 

lations  would  exceed 

lope  health  In  gene- 

840 Winter 

for  priority  management  to 
improve  habitat  conditions 
through  changes  in  turnout 
dates  and/or  grazing 
management  would  provide 
for  population  increases. 

1,580  animals. 

ral.  Population  would 
increase  to  1 , 580 
animals . 

Bighorn  Sheep 

Habitat  Condition: 

Generally  beneficial  Jacks 

Habitat  conditions 

Habitat  conditions 

Jacks  Creek  pipeline 

Improvement  in  upland 

Excellent  -   1% 

Creek  pipeline  may  dis- 

would not  change . 

would  improve  & 

would  severely  impact 

range  condition  would 

Good      -  29% 

place  5-10  bighorns. 

Since  most  is  in 

management  objec- 

bighorn sheep  habitat 

result.   Management 

Fair      -  40% 

Establishing  the  Battle 

satisfactory  condi- 

tives would  be  met. 

&  cause  tntraspecific 

objectives  would  be 

Poor      -  29% 

Creek  bighorn  herd  area  as 
a  key  management  area  for 
improvement  of  bighorn 
habitat  would  allow 
management  goals  to  be 
met . 

tion,  management  ob- 
jectives would  be 
met . 

stress .   Bighorn  in- 
breeding  &  resultant 
loss  of  the  Little 
Jacks  population 
would  be  expected. 

met . 

Sage  Grouse 

Most  habitat  is  cur- 

Although forage  al location 

Habitat  conditions 

Habitat  conditions, 

Similar  to  proposed 

Later  May  15  live- 

rently In  unsatisfactory 

&  fencing  of  riparian 

would  remain  un- 

particularly ri- 

action.  Some  ex- 

stock turnout  would 

condition  &  water  dis- 

areas would  benefit  sage 

changed.   Population 

parian  areas  would 

panded  water  de- 

allow greater  growth 

tribution  limits 

grouse,  continued  compe- 

levels would  remain 

Improve .   Population 

velopment  . 

of  forbs  &  grasses  on 

suitable  habitat. 

tition  for  forbs  on  spring 
&  summer  ranges  may  have 
adverse  Impacts  on  young 
sage  grouse.   Establishing 
livestock  rest  or  defer- 
ment systems  on  the 
critical  brood  rearing 
areas  plus  measures  to 
improve  meadow  complexes 
would  allow  populations  to 
increase. 

the  same  or  decline. 

levels  should 
double . 

uplands  &  meadows . 
Improved  food  &  cover 
for  sage  grouse  chick 
would  result.   Popu- 
lation should  exceed 
current  level . 

Table        1      (cont.) 


Alternative  #1 

Alternative  #3 

Alternative  #4 

Continue  Present 

Alternative  #2 

Increased 

Reduced 

Resource 

Present  Situation 

Proposed  Action 

Management 

No  Grazing 

Livestock  Use 

Livestock  Use 

Birds  of  Prey 

Birds  of  prey  that  de- 

Increases In  livestock  use 

Present  levels  of 

Little  change  in 

Same  as  the  proposed 

Same  as  the  proposed 

pend  on  the  townsend 

on  spring  ranges  may 

grazing  do  not 

present  conditions. 

action. 

action. 

ground  squirrels  may  be 

adversely  impact  prey 

appear  to  be  ad- 

Perennial grass 

affected  by  the  proposal 

species  during  years  of 

versely  impacting 

could  supply  ade- 

and alternatives. 

below  normal  precipi- 
tation. 

prey  populations. 

quate  nutrition  to 
prey  species  In 
drought  years. 

Fisheries: 

Fisheries  Habita 

:  Condition  (miles  of  stream) 

Excellent 

2 

21 

2 

269 

Same  as  Proposed 

47 

Good 

113 

186 

78 

157 

Action 

200 

Fair 

221 

113 

180 

31 

179 

Poor 

121 

137 

197 

0 

31 

Water  Quality  anc 

. 

Quantity  (%  on 

21  streams) 

Excellent 

0 

58 

0 

67 

Same  as  Proposed 

62 

Good 

57 

29 

18 

21 

Action 

26 

Fair 

23 

10 

39 

12 

10 

Poor 

20 

2 

43 

0 

2 

Trout  Populations 

915,000 

8%  increase 

1  3%  decrease 

47%  Increase 

Same  as  Proposed 
Action 

25%  increase 

Visual  Resources: 

Scenic  quality, varies 
from  low  to  high. 

General  decline  in  scenic 
quality .   Some  adverse 

Slight  decline  in 
scenic  quality. 

Improvement  in 
scenic  quality. 

Similar  to  proposed 
action.   Scenic 

Scenic  quality  would 
be  enhanced  on  fenced 

impacts  due  to  project 

quality  would  be 

stream  miles  &  on 

development  &  continued 

lessened  in  the  area 

certain  streams  af- 

heavy livestock  use  on 

of  the  Jacks  Creek 

fected  by  May  15 

some  riparian  areas.   En- 

pipeline. 

turnout  dates.  Scenic 

hancement  of  fenced  ri- 

quality of  the  Jacks 

parian  areas. 

Creek  plateau  would 
be  maintained. 

Wilderness: 

Wilderness 

All  WSAs  (447,000  acres) 

Potential  project  develop- 

No Impact;  main- 

All wilder ness  cha- 

Potential project  de- 

Same as  Proposed 

Characteristics 

natural  appearing ,  road- 

ment affecting  144,000 

tenance  of  present 

racteristics  would 

velopment  could  af- 

Action 

less,  with  outstanding 

acres  recommended  as  non- 

conditions. 

be  enhanced ;  ap- 

fect all  acres; 

opportunities  for 

suitable  for  wilderness; 

parent  naturalness 

wilderness  character 

primitive  recreation 

brush  control/seeding 

improved ;  opportuni- 

of plateau  between 

and/or  solitude . 

would  destroy  wilderness 
characteristics  on  19, 2  50 
acres;  chemical  spraying 
on  5,450  acres;  controlled 
burning  (fireline  con- 
struction) 6,650  acres. 

ties  for  solitude  & 
primitive  recreation 
expanded . 

Little  &  Big  Jacks 
destroyed  by  pipe- 
line; brush  control/ 
seeding  would  destroy 
wilderness  character 
of  19,950  acres; 
6,350  acres  sprayed 
with  chemicals. 

Supplemental 

48,200  acres  in  good 

Increased  livestock 

Decreased  grazing  on 

No  livestock  grazing 

Increased  grazing  on 

Increased  livestock 

Values 

ecological  condition 

grazing  on  43,500  of 

35,000  acres;  in- 

48,200 acres  in  good 

all  48,200  acres; 

grazing  on  36,500 

provide  representation 

48,200  acres;  pipeline 

creased  grazing  on 

condition  have  po- 

grazing increased  on 

acres;  no  increase  on 

of  Sagebrush  Steppe  eco- 

would increase  grazing 

13,000  acres. 

tential  to  return  to 

all  of  1,000  acre 

11,700  acres;  no  im- 

system under  natural 

pressure  on  7,200  of  these 

Wi  Lderness  values 

pr  i>it  ine  natural 

proposed  Research 

pacts  from  pipeline. 

conditions;  sensitive 

acres.   Wilderness  values 

would  change  corres- 

condition if  live- 

Natural Area.   Eco- 

species habitat  (bighorn 

would  decline  on  these 

pondingly. 

stock  grazing  is 

logical  values  would 

sheep,  river  otter,  mt. 

areas. 

el iminated . 

decline  on  these 

quail ,  red-banded  trout) 

areas. 

Recreation: 

Fair  to  Good 

Quality  would  improve. 

Quality  would  remain 

Quality  would 

Quality  would 

Quality  would 

Quality 

static  or  decline. 

improve . 

Improve . 

improve . 

Hunting  Use 

123,000 

194,600 

184,500 

210,000 

194,600 

205,000 

(hunter  days) 

Livestock:  (AUMs) 

Initial 

5  year  average  licensed 

Allocation 

use  -  189,800 

202,275 

189,800 

0 

204,108 

175,922 

20  Year 

Active  Grazing 

Allocation 

Preference  -  238,214 

269,815 

189,800 

0 

277,296 

242,949 

Table    1   (cont.) 
Comparative  Impact  Summary 
(Projected  20-Year  Impacts  unless  otherwise  noted) 


Resource 

Present  Situation 

Proposed  Action 

Alternative  111 

Continue  Present 

Management 

Alternative  IH 
No  Grazing 

Alternative  #3 

Increased 
Livestock  Use 

Alternative  #4 

Reduced 
Livestock  Use 

Economics : 
Net  Present  Worth 

NA 

+$  503,700 

-$  715,900 

-$11,740,000 

+$   625,900 

+$    51,200 

Benefit  Cost 
Ratio 

NA 

1.156 

NA 

0.144 

1.189 

1.017 

Annual  Rancher 

Income  (returns 

above  cash 

costs ) 

20-Year 

Initial 

SI  ,823, 156 

+$  683,700 
+$  167,675 

No  Change 

-$1,593,304 
-$1,593,304 

+$   725,400 
+$   184,162 

+$   476,800 
-$   60,758 

Range  Improvement 
Construction  Cost 

BLM 

Rancher 

$394,000 
$247,000 

$2.9  million 
$1.3  million 

$394,000 
$247,000 

$550,00 
0 

$3.0  million 
$1.4  million 

$2.6  million 
$1.2  million 

Annual  Grazing 
Fee  Distribution 
Range  Betterment 
State  of  Idaho 
Federal  Treasury 
Total 

$176,500 

44,100 

132,400 

$353,000 

$255,000 

64,000 

191,000 

$570,000 

$176,500 

44,100 

132,400 

$353,000 

0 
0 
0 
0 

$2  56,000 

64,000 

192,000 

$512,000 

$226,100 

56,500 

169,600 

$452,200 

Regional  Income 
Changes 

Direct 

Secondary 

+$  990,700 
+$  299,200 

+$  30,500 
+$   3,800 

-$1,114,900 
-$   511,400 

+$1,030,400 
+$   300,600 

+$1,067,600 
+$   288,600 

Regional  Employ- 
ment (jobs) 

13,961 

+132 

+2 

-127 

+134 

+147 

Social  Conditions: 

People  feel  the  quality 
of  life  within  the  study 
area  is  good. 

Most  ranch  related  users 
could  experience  a 
strengthening  of  their 
social  well  being. 

No  change  in  the 
existing  social 
systems . 

The  social  well 
being  of  the 
ranching  community 
would  be  adversely 
impacted . 

Most  ranch  related 
users  would  experi- 
ence a  strengthening 
of  their  social  well 
being. 

Most  ranch  related 
users  would  experi- 
ence a  strengthening 
of  their  social  well 
being. 

CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION  IN 
PREPARATION  OF  THE  FINAL  EIS 


A  60  day  public  comment  period  (May  20  through  July  19,  1982)  was 
provided  on  the  Draft  EIS  to  allow  public  review  and  comment. 
Approximately  400  copies  of  the  Draft  EIS  were  mailed  to  individuals, 
Federal,  state,  and  local  government  agencies  and  to  non-government 
organizations . 

Notice  of  its  availability  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register  on 
June  1,  1982.  In  addition  to  the  Federal  Register  notice,  a  statewide 
press  release  was  issued  from  the  BLM  Idaho  State  Office.  This  news 
release  was  sent  to  approximately  85  statewide  and  regional  television 
and  radio  stations  and  newspapers.  The  Federal  Register  and  news 
releases  also  gave  the  date  and  place  for  two  public  hearings  that  were 
held  on  June  29,  1982  at  the  Rimrock  Jr./Sr.  High  School,  Grand  View, 
Idaho  and  on  July  1,  1982  at  the  Boise  Public  Library,  Boise,  Idaho. 

During  the  formal  review  period,  61  letters  were  received  from 
Federal,  State  and  local  agencies;  private  organizations  and  interested 
citizens.  Following  the  comment  period,  33  letters  were  received.  All 
letters,  including  those  received  after  the  public  comment  period,  were 
reviewed  and  considered  in  the  preparation  of  the  Final  EIS.  Ten 
individuals  presented  oral  testimony  at  the  Grand  View  hearing  and  20 
individuals  presented  testimony  at  the  hearing  in  Boise.  A  hearings 
officer,  Charles  Hazier,  Shoshone  BLM  District  Manager,  presided  over  the 
hearing  and  verbatum  testimony  was  recorded  by  a  certified  court 
reporter.  Joe  Zimmer,  Boise  District  Manager;  Butch  Peugh,  Bruneau  Area 
Manager;  and  Ted  Milesnick,  EIS  Team  Leader  comprised  the  BLM  panel  at 
the  hearings. 

All  letters  and  public  hearing  comments  were  reviewed  and  considered 
in  the  preparation  of  the  Final  EIS.  Table  3  in  the  Comments  and 
Response  Section  lists  the  letters  that  were  received  and  the  individuals 
who  presented  oral  testimony  at  the  public  hearing. 

After  reviewing  the  comment  letters  and  testimony  presented  at  the 
two  hearings  it  was  evident  that  many  members  of  the  public  were  not 
fully  satisfied  with  the  contents  or  quality  of  the  Draft  EIS.  Because 
of  this,  two  work  group  sessions  were  held  on  August  6  and  August  10, 
1982  to  discuss  major  issues  concerning  the  EIS  and  possible  solutions. 
Participants  at  these  two  sessions  were  Bill  Meiners,  who  testified  for 
Idaho  Wildlife  Federation  and  NRDC ;  Russell  Heughins,  District  3,  Idaho 
Wildlife  Federation;  Chris  Yoder,  Northern  Rockies  Chapter,  Sierra  Club; 
Bruce  Boccard,  Committee  for  Idaho's  High  Desert;  Ted  Weigold,  local 
conservationist;  Gene  Davis,  Grazing  Advisory  Board  Chairman  and  local 
rancher;  Frank  Bachman,  Northwest  and  Battle  Creek  Allotment  permittees; 
Mike  Hanley,  Owyhee  EIS  Action  Committee;  Bob  Collett,  Castle  Creek 
Grazing  Association  President;  Gene  Tindall,  Owyhee  Cattlemen's 
Association  President;  Walt  Bodie,  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game;  and 
BLM  personnel.  Major  issues  that  were  discussed  at  these  two  sessions 
included  the  adequacy  of  the  EIS,  BLM's  compliance  with  applicable  laws, 
wilderness  management,  multiple  use  management  concepts,  the  Jacks  Creek 


pipeline,  forage  allocation,  the  range  of  alternatives  and  the  capability 
of  the  Bureau  to  implement  and  monitor  the  proposal. 

These  two  sessions  were  very  beneficial  to  the  Bureau  in  preparing 
the  Final  E1S.  Many  of  the  points  that  were  raised  during  the  comment 
period  were  discussed  and  suggestions  were  made  on  ways  to  improve  the 
Final  E1S. 

Major  changes  in  the  E1S  resulting  from  these  sessions  and  other 
comments  received  are  as  follows: 

1)  The  proposed  aciton  has  been  rewritten  to  provide  more  rationale  for 
its  development  and  the  description  of  its  major  components  has  been 
expanded. 

2)  Summary  tables  have  been  included  to  show  the  relationship  between 
the  proposed  action  and  alternatives  to  the  Management  Framework 
Plans  for  the  area. 

3)  The  description  of  the  Jacks  Creek  pipeline  has  been  expanded. 

4)  The  forage  allocation  procedures  have  been  expanded  and  an  example 
given. 

5)  The  implementation  schedule  for  proposed  project  development  and  land 
treatments  that  are  located  within  wilderness  study  areas  has  been 
expanded . 

6)  Mitigation  measures  have  been  developed  to  reduce  or  eliminate  some 
of  the  adverse  impacts  identified  in  the  Draft  EIS.  These  mitigation 
measures  are  incorporated  in  the  revised  description  of  the  proposed 
action. 

The  major  mitigation  measures  include  the  following: 

a)  Provisions  have  been  made  to  allocate  forage  for  increased 
wildlife  populations  beyond  the  1990  population  goals. 

b)  The  Battle  Creek  bighorn  sheep  area  would  be  established  as  a 
key  management  area  for  the  improvement  of  bighorn  sheep 
habitat. 

c)  Crucial  antelope  winter/early  spring  ranges  would  be  recognized 
for  priority  management  to  improve  habitat  conditions  through 
changes  in  turnout  dates  and/or  grazing  system  design. 

d)  Livestock  rest  or  deferment  systems  would  be  established  on 
critical  sage  grouse  brood  rearing  areas.  If  grazing  systems  do 
not  improve  habitat  conditions,  large  meadow  complexes  may  be 
fenced  and  excluded  from  grazing,  or  have  special  grazing 
management  applied  (e.g.  use  only  after  seed  ripe). 

e)  Increase  in  livestock  use  would  not  be  allowed  if  increased  use 
would  be  detrimental  to  stream  bank  stability. 
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The  analysis  of  impacts  in  the  environmental  consequences  chapter  has 
been  modified  to  reflect  these  mitigation  measures. 

Because  of  the  numerous  changes  made  in  the  proposed  action,  a 
revised  description  of  it  follows.  Other  changes  required  in  the  Draft 
EIS  are  included  in  the  text  change  section  which  follows  the  comment  and 
response  section. 
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REVISED  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 


The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  is  proposing  to  implement  an 
intensive  range  management  program  on  approximately  2.4  million  acres  of 
public  lands  located  primarily  in  southwestern  Idaho.  A  small  portion  of 
the  area  is  located  in  northcentral  Nevada.  The  lands  are  located  within 
the  Bruneau  Resource  Area  and  the  southern  portion  of  the  Owyhee  Resource 
Area.  The  range  management  program  is  designed  to  achieve  multiple  use 
objectives  developed  through  BLM's  Land  Use  Planning  Process.  The 
proposal  includes  actions  related  to  livestock  grazing  management  and  the 
allocation  of  the  vegetative  resources  to  various  consumptive  and 
nonconsumptive  uses.   Major  components  of  the  proposal  include: 

1)  vegetation  allocation, 

2)  livestock  grazing  management,  and 

3)  range  management  facilities  and  vegetative  treatment  practices. 

Multiple  use  objectives  and  the  management  proposal  were  developed 
from  individual  resource  objectives  and  recommendations  considered  during 
the  BLM  planning  process.  Tables  2-13  and  2-14  show  the  relationship 
between  the  Multiple  Use  Recommendations/EIS  and  Ob jectives/EIS 
respectively  and  are  found  at  the  end  of  this  chapter.  Copies  of  the 
land  use  plans  are  available  for  review  at  the  Boise  District  BLM  Office. 
The  purpose  of  the  proposal  is  to  attain  a  portion  of  the  multiple  use 
objectives  developed  in  the  Management  Framework  Plans  for  the  area.  The 
livestock  grazing  proposal  in  this  EIS  is  intended  to  achieve  the  range 
mangement  objectives  as  well  as  a  portion  of  the  other  resource 
objectives.  Resources  other  than  range  management  have  proposed 
additional  management  measures  in  the  MFP  that  are  separate  and  apart 
from  those  related  to  livestock  grazing  management.  Therefore, 
attainment  of  MFP  objectives  for  these  resources  is  not  intended  to  occur 
entirely  from  implementation  of  the  livestock  grazing  proposal.  Major 
objectives  of  the  proposal  are  as  follows: 

1)  Maintain  soil  stability  on  660,000  acres  of  high  and  critical 
erosion  hazard  by  reducing  or  minimizing  wind  and  water  erosion. 

2)  Increase  the  vigor,  density  and  production  of  desirable 
vegetation  on  745,512  acres  within  20  years.  These  areas  are 
currently  in  poor  condition,  but  because  of  low  site 
productivity  and  the  lack  of  desirable  vegetative  species, 
improvement  into  the  fair  condition  category  would  not  be 
anticipated . 

3)  Increase  532,855  acres  currently  in  poor  range  condition  to  fair 
condition  in  20  years.  Increase  448,698  acres  currently  in  fair 
condition  to  good  condition  in  20  years.  Maintain  the  condition 
class  of  338,716  acres  currently  in  good  and  excellent 
condition.  Maintain  and/or  improve  313,233  acres  currently  in  a 
disturbed,  burned  or  seeding  category.  Following  this  20  year 
period,  the  goal  would  be  to  improve  all  range  to  good 
condition. 
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4)  Increase  total  forage  production  from  210,479  AUM's  to  283,244 
AUM's  within  a  20  year  period.  The  forage  production  potential 
that  could  ultimately  be  achieved  if  all  ranges  were  improved  to 
good  condition  would  be  430,000  AUM's. 

5)  Increase  livestock  use  from  202,275  AUM's  to  269,785  within  20 
years . 

6)  Improve  93,500  acres  of  bighorn  sheep  habitat  to  provide 
adequate  food,  cover  and  water  for  420  bighorn  sheep  by  1990. 
Population  objectives  within  the  Bruneau  Resource  Area  are  as 
follows:  220  bighorns  on  the  Owyhee  River,  100  bighorns  in  the 
West  Fork  of  the  Bruneau  River  and  maintenance  of  the  100 
bighorns  on  Little  Jacks  Creek. 

7)  Improve  547,200  acres  of  mule  deer  habitat  (winter  and  spring) 
so  there  is  adequate  food,  cover  and  water  for  5,840  animals  by 
1990. 

8)  Improve  1,483,000  acres  of  mule  deer  habitat  (summer  and  fall) 
so  there  is  adequate  food,  cover  and  water  for  3,175  animals  by 
1990. 

9)  Improve  1,452,000  acres  of  antelope  habitat  to  provide 
sufficient  forage,  water,  cover  and  space  for  1,580  animals  by 
1990. 

10)  Improve  939,000  acres  of  sage  grouse  habitat  to  increase 
nesting,  brood  rearing  and  wintering  areas. 

11)  Improve  153  miles  of  public  stream  miles  with  poor  and  fair 
fisheries  habitat  condition  to  fair  and  good  condition  by  1990. 

12)  Preserve  wilderness  characteristics  and  values  in  areas 
recommended  as  "suitable"  for  wilderness  (all  WSAs  will  be 
managed  under  the  Wilderness  IMP  until  released  from  the 
wilderness  review  process). 

Forage  Allocation 

In  order  to  improve  range  condition  and  satisfy  forage  demands,  the 
vegetative  resource  would  be  allocated  among  livestock,  wildlife  and 
nonconsumptive  uses  (watershed,  plant  maintenance  requirements). 

Allocation  of  2,333  AUM's  would  be  made  by  pasture  to  provide  the 
forage  needs  for  reasonable  numbers  of  big  game  animals  (antelope,  deer, 
elk  and  bighorn  sheep) .  The  population  management  levels  are  given  in 
the  objectives  above  and  were  determined  through  public  input,  and  from 
consultation  with  the  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  Department,  during  the  land  use 
planning  process  and  represent  the  1990  Fish  and  Game  Departments 
management  goals.  A  total  of  202,275  AUM's  are  being  allocated  for 
livestock  use.  The  present  active  grazing  preference  is  238,214  AUM's. 
The  past  5-year  average  licensed  active  use  has  been  189,800  AUM's. 
Vegetative    allocation   by   allotment    is    shown    in   Table    2-1. 
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Table  2-1 

Forage  Allocation  -  Proposed  Action 

(AUM's) 


Current 

5-Year 

Forage 

Initial 

% 

%  Change 

Active 

Licensed 

Total 

Not 

Wild- 

Livestock 

Change 

from 

Grazing 

Use 

Forage 

Allocated 

life 

Allocation 

From 

5-Year 

Existing 

Kind  of 

Allotment 

Preference 

1/ 

Production 

1/ 

AUM's 

3/ 

Pref . 

Use 

Season-of-Use 

Livestock 

524 

Garat  Individual 

80 

80 

44 

0 

0 

44 

-  45 

-  45 

3/15-11/15 

H 

584 

Garat 

33,305 

22,378 

14,012 

0 

342 

13,670 

-  59 

-  39 

4/1-9/30 

C 

629 

"45" 

3,852 

3,852 

8,098 

4,038 

208 

3,852 

0 

0 

3/1-2/28 

C  &  H 

636 

Roaring  Springs 

430 

278 

313 

0 

0 

313 

-  27 

+  13 

3/1-6/20 

C 

801 

Castle  Creek 

22,338 

21,610 

14,478 

0 

78 

14,400 

-  36 

-  33 

4/1-1/31 

C 

802 

Battle  Creek 

13,386 

13,290 

12,157 

669 

206 

11,282 

-  15 

-  15 

4/1-1/31 

C  &  H 

803 

Big  Springs 

17,851 

16,248 

14,648 

0 

394 

14,254 

-  20 

-  12 

3/16-11/30 

C  &  H 

804 

Bennett 

960 

717 

644 

0 

3 

641 

-  33 

-  11 

5/1-10/15 

C 

805 

Riddle 

27,199 

23,475 

15,091 

0 

232 

14,859 

-  45 

-  37 

3/16-2/28 

C  4  H 

806 

Pole  Creek* 

156 

125 

128 

0 

0 

128 

-  18 

+  2 

4/1-9/30 

C 

807 

Camas  Creek  Pocket* 

375 

375 

529 

0 

4 

525 

+  40 

+  40 

7/1-9/30 

C 

808 

Northwest 

13,400 

10,363 

20,034 

1,164 

158 

18,712 

+  41 

+  81 

3/16-2/28 

C 

809 

Center 

6,661 

5,896 

17,816 

0 

42 

17,774 

+167 

+201 

3/16-2/28 

C 

810 

Scotts  Table 

575 

576 

677 

0 

30 

647 

+  13 

+  13 

4/16-5/31 

C 

811 

Canyon  View  Seeding* 

2,281 

837 

1,741 

0 

6 

1,735 

-  24 

+  10 

3/1-3/31  & 
10/1-2/28 

C 

812 

Miller  Table  Seeding* 

740 

685 

986 

0 

6 

980 

+  32 

+  43 

11/16-1/31 

C 

813 

Mtn.  Home  Subunit 

9,318 

6,459 

10,447 

0 

93 

10,354 

+  12 

+  62 

4/31-6/30  & 
11/1-12/30 

C 

814 

Long  Tom  Subunit 

3,134 

2,055 

3,416 

0 

88 

3,328 

+  9 

+  66 

4/1-12/15 

C 

815 

Mud  Springs 

1,516 

1,308 

1,809 

0 

9 

1,800 

+  19 

+  38 

4/1-12/30 

C 

816 

Lockman  Butte* 

542 

542 

542 

0 

0 

542 

0 

0 

11/16-1/31 

C 

817 

Martha  Ave. 

871 

781 

871 

0 

0 

871 

0 

+  10 

4/1-6/30  & 
11/1-12/30 

c 

818 

Ditto  Creek 

2,128 

1,789 

2,227 

0 

99 

2,128 

0 

+  16 

4/1-1/31 

c 

819 

Dive  Creek 

313 

479 

476 

0 

35 

441 

+  52 

0 

5/16-10/30 

c 

820 

Cornell 

1,314 

1,068 

792 

0 

18 

774 

-  40 

-  26 

4/1-6/15  & 
10/16-12/31 

c 

821 

Chalk  Flat* 

2,511 

2,171 

2,145 

0 

0 

2,145 

-  15 

-   1 

4/1-6/30  & 
10/16-12/31 

c  &  s 

822 

Slater  Flat* 

2,618 

1,200 

1,200 

0 

0 

1,200 

-  54 

0 

4/1-6/30  & 
10/16-12/15 

c 

82  3 

McConnell* 

15 

15 

123 

0 

23 

100 

+850 

+850 

10/1-10/31 

c 

824 

Bonneville  Point* 

522 

332 

315 

0 

3 

312 

-  40 

-   5 

3/1-4/30  & 

c 

825 

Sunnyside  Spring-Fall* 

23,852 

11,770 

20,065 

0 

0 

20,065 

-  16 

+  70 

4/1-6/30 
10/16-12/15 

c  &  s 

826 

Sunnyside  Winter* 

14,361 

11,587 

13,711 

0 

6 

13,705 

-   5 

+  18 

12/16-2/28 

c  &  s 

827 

Rattlesnake  Seeding* 

1,368 

1,294 

1,672 

0 

0 

1,672 

+  22 

+  29 

4/1-12/31 

c 

828 

Crater  Ring  Seeding* 

748 

673 

398 

0 

0 

398 

-  47 

-  41 

4/3-6/5 

c 

829 

2+  Custodial* 

202 

70 

260 

0 

9 

251 

+  29 

+271 

4/1-12/15 

c 

830 

Section  34* 

10 

10 

10 

0 

0 

10 

0 

0 

4/1-8/31 

c 

831 

Sheep  Creek* 

276 

231 

231 

0 

0 

231 

-  16 

0 

4/1-5/30  & 
11/1-12/15 

c 

832 

Duck  Ponds* 

56 

56 

56 

0 

0 

56 

0 

0 

7/1-10/15 

c 

833 

Section  35* 

17 

17 

17 

0 

0 

17 

0 

0 

4/1-4/30 

c 

834 

Rattlesnake  Creek* 

220 

204 

223 

0 

3 

220 

0 

+  7 

4/1-9/30  & 
10/16-11/30 

c 

836 

West  Tacket  Creek* 

264 

264 

277 

0 

7 

270 

+  5 

+  5 

4/1-10/31 

c 

837 

Rabbit  Springs* 

84 

75 

25 

0 

0 

25 

-  70 

-  67 

4/1-9/30 

c 

838 

Section  1* 

8 

8 

10 

0 

0 

10 

+  25 

+  25 

4/1-4/30  & 
10/1-10/31 

c 

839 

Melba  Seeding* 

300 

300 

322 

0 

0 

322 

+  7 

+   7 

4/1-6/30  & 
10/16-11/30 

c 

840 

Strickland-Hal 1-Yates 

2,666 

3,112 

0 

28 

3,084 

+  16 

3/1-3/31  & 
6/16-9/30 

c 

841 

Buckhorn* 

444 

652 

0 

1 

651 

+  47 

3/1-2/28 

c 

842 

M  &  L 

1,100 

24,2  57i/ 

1,559 

0 

7 

1,552 

+  41 

3/1-5/30  & 
11/1-12/31 

c 

843 

Simplot 

10,174 

7,758 

0 

57 

7,701 

-  24 

3/1-2/28 

c 

844 

Tindall  &  Sons 

6,224 

6,901 

0 

30 

6,871 

+  10 

3/1-2/28 

C  &  H 

84  5 

Antelope  Creek 

2,135 

2,781 

0 

13 

2,768 

+  30 

3/1-6/30  & 
9/16-2/28 

C  &  H 

846 

Alzola 

5,314 

4,680 

0 

95 

4,585 

-  14 

3/1-2/28 

C  &  H 

Total 

238,214 

189,800 

210,479 

5,871 

2,333 

202,275 

-  15 

+  7 

*  Less  intensive  allotments. 


i/  Reductions  or  increases  would  not  be  more  than  15%  from  this  figure  in  accor 
£.'  Includes  forage  not  allocated  because  of  lack  of  water. 

£/  This  allocation  would  be  achieved  in  5-years  through  development  of  water. 
_'  Total  5-year  licensed  use  for  allotments  840  through  846. 


dance  with  43  CFR  4110. 3-2(d)3. 
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In  20  years,  it  is  anticipated  that  available  forage  would  increase 
to  269,785  AUM's  as  a  result  of  improved  range  conditions,  land  treatment 
projects  and  water  development. 

A  summary  of  the  intitial  and  projected  20  year  forage  allocation  for 
the  proposed  action  and  all  alternatives  is  shown  on  Table  2-2. 

On  the  Owyhee  portion  of  the  study  area,  the  vegetative  allocation  is 
based  on  50%  utilization  levels  of  grasses  because  specific  grazing 
systems  incorporating  periodic  rest  treatments  have  been  identified.  On 
allotments  within  the  Bruneau  Resource  Area,  where  specific  grazing 
systems  have  not  been  identified,  the  vegetative  allocation  was  based  on 
plant  use  factors.  These  factors  vary  by  season  to  reflect  changes  in: 
the  physiological  requirements  of  the  forage  species,  animal  preference 
and  availability  of  the  forage  species.  Utilization  levels  of  current 
years  production  vary  with  vegetation  type,  species  composition,  animal 
dietary  requirements  and  season-of-use .  Utilization  levels  are  generally 
between  30  and  50  percent  on  grasses. 

The  total  amount  of  available  vegetation  was  determined  by  a  soil 
vegetative  inventory  conducted  in  1979,  80  and  81  and  by  assessing 
current  range  condition  data  and  licensed  livestock  use.  The  allocation 
of  this  vegetation  between  consumptive  and  non-consumptive  uses  was  based 
on  animal  numbers  (determined  through  the  Bureau's  planning  process), 
animal  forage  requirements,  dietary  preference  and  plant  maintenance 
requirements  (Appendix  B  Summarizes  the  Procedures  Used). 

Methodology  for  Forage  Allocation  -  An  example  of  the  methodology  for 
forage  allocation  follows: 

Step  1:  Allowable  use  factors  by  species  by  season  is  multiplied  by 
the  total  annual  production.  This  results  in  the  pounds  of  forage 
available  for  allocation. 

Step  2:  The  amount  of  annual  forage  produced  divided  by  the  amount 
of  forage  required  in  a  diet  (Appendix  Tables  B-l  and  B-2)  for  a  30 
day  period  becomes  AUMs . 

Example: 

a)  assume  40%  use  factor  for  all  plants 

b)  using  cattle  in  the  spring  period. 

A  particular  range  site  is  producing 

1000  lbs  shrubs  x  .40  (use  factor)  =  400  lbs 
800  lbs  grass  x  .40  =  320  lbs 

100  lbs  forbs   x  .40  =  40  lbs 

Then 

400  lbs  shrub  (forage)  *  [.07*  x  800]  =7.1  AUMs 
320  lbs  grass  (forage)  *  [.90*  x  800]  =  .4  AUMs 
100  lbs  forbs  (forage)  *  [.03*  x  800]  =1.6  AUMs 

*  %  of  diet 
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Thus,  the  lbs  of  forage  divided  by  the  percent  of  the  cattle's 
diet  is  of  the  total  pounds  of  forage  required  for  a  30  day 
•   .period  (Table  B-l  times  Table  B-2 ) . 

Because  grass  is  the  limiting  factor,  only  .4  AUMs  are  allocated. 

This  same  type  calculation  was  done  for  horses,  domestic  sheep,  mule 
deer,  antelope  and  bighorn  sheep.  The  allocation  to  wildlife  was  taken 
off  the  top  before  the  allocation  to  livestock. 


Table  2-2 
Forage  Allocation  Summary  (AUM's) 


Forage 

%  Change 

Total 

Wild- 

Not 

From 

%  Change 

Forage 

life 

Allo- 

Current 

From 

Produc- 

Allo- 

cated 

Livestock 

Grazing 

5  Year 

tion 

cation 

1/ 

Allocation 

Preference 

Ave.  Use 

3/ 

Proposed  Action 

Initial 

210,479 

2,333 

5,871 

202,275 

-  15 

+  7 

20-Year 

283,244 

2,3  331/ 

11,126 

269,785 

+  15 

+  44 

Continue  Present 

Management 

Initial 

210,479 

0 

20,679 

189,800  2/ 

-  20 

0 

20-Year 

207,696 

0 

17,896 

189,800  2/ 

-  20 

0 

No  Livestock  Grazing 

210,479 

All  foraj 

»e  Is 

0 

-100 

-100 

Initial 

20-Year 

261,737 

availabli 
wildlife 
consumpt 

:  for 
&  non- 
.ve  use. 

0 

-100 

-100 

Increased  Livestock 

Use 

Initial 

210,479 

2,333 

4,038 

204,108 

-  14 

+  8 

20-Year 

293,667 

2,3331/ 

4,038 

207,296 

+  16 

+  46 

Reduced  Livestock 

Use 

Initial 

210,479 

2,333 

32,224 

175,922 

-  26 

-   7 

20-Year 

285,697 

2,3331/ 

40,415 

242,949 

+  2 

+  28 

i/  Includes  forage  not  allocated  because  of  lack  of  water,  May  15  turnout 
dates  and/or  conflicts  with  wilderness  recommendations  (See  Appendix  B). 

iJ    This  alternative  assumes  that  the  5-year  average  use  of  189,800  AUM's  would 
continue  although  the  current  active  grazing  preference  would  remain  at 
238,214  AUM's. 

±!    This  allocation  is  based  on  1990  management  goals.   As  additional  vegetation 
becomes  available,  wildlife  forage  allocations  would  be  increased.   A  20-30% 
increase  is  expected  by  the  end  of  the  20  year  period.   The  actual  allocation 
levels  would  be  based  on  resource  needs,  planning  decisions  made  after 
consultation  with  the  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game.   The  additional  forage 
allocated  to  wildlife  would  reduce  the  forage  allocated  to  livstock  by  the  same 
amount . 
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The  initial  livestock  allocation  figures  on  Table  2-1  represent  the 
total  amount  of  forage  which  could  be  properly  used  by  livestock  provided 
allotments  are  adequately  watered.  Current  inventory  information  is  not 
available  to  deliniate  range  potentially  suitable  due  to  lack  of 
livestock  water  on  most  allotments.  Therefore,  the  initial  allocation  is 
based  on  the  total  amount  of  vegetation  present.  The  5-year  phase  in 
period,  described  below,  would  ensure  that  livestock  use  is  within  the 
carrying  capacity.  Suitability  estimates  due  to  lack  of  water  were 
incorporated  into  the  initial  allocation  figures  for  allotments  629,  802 
and  808. 

On  allotments  where  forage  is  available  but  not  useable  by  livestock 
due  to  lack  of  water,  adjustments  in  the  initial  allocation  would  be 
made.  The  adjustments  would  be  based  on  a  5-year  phase-in  of  stocking 
rates  based  on  monitoring  studies.  This  phase-in  procedure  would  be 
initiated  immediately  after  a  grazing  use  decision  is  issued.  During  the 
first  year  of  this  period  no  more  than  a  15%  adjustment  (either  increase 
or  decrease)  from  the  5-year  licensed  use  (Table  2-1)  would  be 
implemented.  This  change  would  be  evaluated  until  the  third  year. 
Further  adjustments  if  necessary,  would  be  made  the  third  and  fifth  year 
of  the  phase-in  period.  By  the  end  of  the  fifth  year,  the  final  stocking 
rate  would  be  established. 

Thus,  if  significant  acreage  within  an  allotment  is  unwatered,  the 
associated  AUMs  would  be  deducted  to  arrive  at  the  final  stocking  level 
by  the  end  of  the  5-year  monitoring  period.  This  process  would  be 
followed  on  allotments  showing  reductions  as  well  as  on  allotments  with 
increases.  For  example,  additional  AUM's  may  be  deducted  from  an 
allotment  already  showing  a  reduction  if  unwatered  areas  are  present.  As 
water  is  developed  during  the  5-year  period,  the  reduction  would  be 
lessened.  It  is  anticipated  that  most  water  development  would  be 
completed  within  this  5-year  period. 

Water  development  is  proposed  on  these  unwatered  areas  as  a  means  of 
improving  livestock  distribution  and  utilization  patterns.  Water 
development  would  allow  grazing  systems  to  be  implemented  which  would 
benefit  range  conditions  throughout  the  allotments. 

This  5-year  phase-in  of  adjustments  along  with  the  monitoring  process 
would  be  completed  with  consultation  and  coordination  with  affected 
permittees  and  other  interested  groups  in  accordance  with  43  CFR  4110.3. 

Some  allotments  on  Table  2-1  show  proposed  increases  in  livestock  use 
even  though  a  large  portion  of  the  allotment  is  in  poor  range  condition. 
In  some  of  these  allotments,  seeding  projects  have  been  completed  in  the 
last  10  years  and  the  additional  forage  has  never  been  adjudicated  (i.e. 
the  Center  Allotment).  Also,  in  most  cases,  the  pastures  in  an  allotment 
in  poor  range  condition  showed  a  reduction  in  livestock  use.  Within 
these  allotments,  there  are  pastures  in  fair  and  good  range  condition 
where  increases  in  AUMs  outweighed  the  reductions  indicated  in  the  poor 
range  condition  pastures.  Thus,  an  overall  increase  in  AUMs  resulted 
even  though  sizeble  reductions  were  indicated  on  a  pasture  basis. 
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Livestock  Grazing  Management 

Two  levels  of  management  are  proposed.  Intensive  management  would  be 
applied  to  25  allotments  (1,930,741  acres)  and  less  intensive  management 
would  be  applied  to  24  allotments  (448,273  acres)  (Map  2-1).  These 
management  levels  are  proposed  as  a  means  of  improving  resource 
conditions  and  protecting  high  resource  values.  Establishing  two 
management  levels  allows  management  emphasis  to  be  placed  where  the 
highest  resource  values  and  conflicts  exist.  The  term  intensive 
management  does  not  mean  heavy  use  or  dominant  use  by  livestock. 

Intensive  management  allotments  are  predominantly  public  land,  have 
high  resource  values  or  exhibit  a  high  potential  for  increased  forage 
production  and  improvement  in  range  condition.  Allotment  management 
plans  (AMPs)  incorporating  specific  grazing  systems,  levels  of  grazing 
use,  season-of-use ,  range  improvement  projects  and  multiple  use 
objectives  would  be  prepared  and  implemented  following  completion  of  the 
EIS  and  Land  Use  Plan.  In  general,  deferred  use  (2-4  pastures)  systems 
would  be  developed  in  allotments  currently  used  in  the  spring  and  fall. 
On  summer  use  areas,  deferred  or  rest  rotation  systems  would  be 
considered . 

Rotation  grazing  systems  have  been  identified  for  the  Owyhee  Resource 
Area  portion  of  the  study  area.   These  systems  are  as  follows: 

Allotment 

Garat  -  584         Three  pasture  rest-rotation  spring  system  and  two 

pasture  deferred  rotation  summer/fall  system. 

"45"  -  629  1)    Nouque  and  Pedroli  Portion 

Three  pasture  rest-rotation  for  Nouque  and 
Pedroli  area. 

2)    Glanville  Portion 

One  pasture  season  long  for  winter  area,  one 
pasture  deferred  until  after  seed  ripe  for 
fall  pasture,  and  two  pasture  rest-rotation 
for  spring  area. 

Roaring  Two  pasture  rest-rotation  system. 

Springs  -  636 

Garat  One  pasture  spring/fall  rotation. 

Ind.  -  524 

Grazing  systems  rest  the  range  from  grazing  at  suitable  intervals 
dictated  by  the  growth  requirements  of  key  forage  plants.  They  are 
designed  to  counteract  the  effects  of  selective  grazing  by  livestock. 
These  systems  would  allow  desirable  forage  species  to  recover  vigor, 
produce  seed  and  establish  new  seedings  (Stoddart,  Smith,  and  Box  1975). 
Consultation  with  allotment  permittees  and  other  interested  parties  would 
be  an  important  part  of  the  AMP  development  process. 
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Less  intensive  management  would  be  applied  to  24  allotments  because 
of  the  small  size  or  poor  site  potential  of  these  allotments.  AMP '  s 
would  not  be  developed,  however,  grazing  systems  could  be.  These 
allotments  could  be  moved  into  the  intensive  management  category  in  the 
future. 

As  allotment  management  plans  are  implemented,  season-of-use  dates 
would  be  adjusted  to  satisfy  watershed  requirements,  plant  maintenance 
requirements  and  wildlife  needs. 

Wildlife  Constraints  and  Coordinating  Measures 

The  fish  and  wildlife  values  in  the  EIS  area  are  significant.  The 
importance  of  various  habitats  and  the  existing  and  potential  impacts  of 
livestock  grazing  to  these  habitats  were  recognized  in  the  land  use  plan 
(MFP  Step  2).  The  constraints  and  coordinating  measures  developed  in 
that  document  are  incorporated  as  part  of  the  proposed  action.  Some  of 
the  more  significant  constraints  and  measures  are  discussed  below. 
Others  are  described  in  the  Project  Development  and  Standard  Operating 
Procedures  sections. 

Measures  to  Protect  Birds  of  Prey  Habitat 

Portions  of  both  the  Kuna  and  Bruneau  Planning  Units  are  withdrawn  to 
be  managed  as  the  Snake  River  Birds  of  Prey  Area  (SRBOPA)  Map  2-2.  These 
lands  are  to  be  managed  under  multiple-use  principles,  with  raptor 
ecosystem  management  the  primary  objective  and  other  resource  uses 
allowed,  if  compatible  with  maintaining  the  raptor  population.  Livestock 
grazing  is  a  historical  compatible  use;  however,  either  changes  in  range 
management  practices  or  development  of  range  improvements  would  first  be 
considered  as  to  their  effects  on  the  birds  of  prey  ecosystem.  Proposed 
range  improvement  projects  that  may  conflict  with  birds  of  prey  would  be 
modified,  redesigned  or  not  constructed. 

Habitat  alterations  within  three  miles  of  any  golden  eagle  or  prairie 
falcon  eyrie  would  be  designed  to  accommodate  the  prey  habitat  needs  for 
these  species. 

Rangeland  reseedings  would  provide  a  mixture  of  grasses,  forbs  and 
shrubs  to  support  prey  populations  for  raptors. 

Measures  to  Enhance  Existing  Bighorn  Sheep  Habitat 

The  canyonlands  of  Little  Jacks,  Battle  Creek,  Deep  Creek  and  the 
Owyhee  River  would  be  managed  for  bighorns  and  other  wildlife.  Livestock 
use  of  these  areas  would  be  prevented  by  salting  or  development  of  water 
away  from  canyon  areas  or  by  fencing.  Where  livestock  water  is  needed, 
water  gaps  would  be  provided. 

A  separation  of  use  between  cattle  and  bighorns  would  be  maintained 
by  not  developing  livestock  water  sources  within  bighorn  habitat  unless 
the  potential  adverse  impact  to  bighorn  sheep  can  be  avoided  or 
mitigated. 


19 


The  conversion  of  existing  cattle  licenses  to  domestic  sheep  licenses 
would  not  be  allowed  if  the  domestic  sheep  would  graze  within  one  mile  of 
bighorn  sheep  habitat. 

No  roads  would  be  constructed  into  any  proposed  range  improvement 
site  within  bighorn  sheep  habitat. 

The  Battle  Creek,  bighorn  sheep  herd  area  would  be  established  as  a 
key  management  area  for  improvement  of  bighorn  sheep  habitat.  Livestock 
grazing  systems  and  season-of-use  dates  would  be  established  to  meet 
bighorn  sheep  requirements. 

Measures  to  Improve  Mule  Deer  Habitat 

Within  important  mule  deer  habitats,  livestock  grazing  systems  would 
be  implemented  that  recognize  the  physiological  requirements  of  key  forbs 
and  shrubs  needed  by  mule  deer.  Utilization  of  key  shrub  and  forb 
species  by  all  classes  of  animals  would  be  limited  to  proper  use.  On 
mule  deer  winter  ranges  utilization  of  shrubs  by  livestock  would  be 
limited  to  30%,  thereby  leaving  20%  of  the  available  annual  production 
for  wintering  deer. 

Vegetative  treatments  on  deer  ranges  dominated  by  juniper  and  big 
sage  sites  would  be  designed  to  achieve  a  ratio  of  60%  forage  to  40% 
cover.  Such  treatments,  also,  would  not  exceed  one-fourth  mile  in  width, 
and  the  optimum  would  retain  continuous  zones  of  interconnecting  cover 
(600-1,200  feet  wide)  as  well  as  associated  cover  patches  of  six  to  26 
acres.  Treatment  of  bitterbrush  and  mountain  mahogany  stands  will  not 
occur  unless  the  treatment  is  designed  to  improve  the  vigor  or 
composition  of  these  important  browse  plants. 

Measures  to  Improve  Antelope  Habitat 

Vegetative  treatments  on  antelope  ranges  would  be  designed  to 
maintain  a  5-20%  canopy  cover  of  shrubs.  Manipulations  on  winter  ranges 
and  spring  fawning  habitats  will  not  occur  unless  the  treatment  is 
designed  to  improve  antelope  habitat.  Any  range  seeding  project  in 
antelope  habitat,  including  fire  rehabilitation  will  include  a  mixture  of 
shrubs,  forbs,  and  grasses. 

The  improvement  of  crucial  antelope  winter/early  spring  ranges  is 
recognized  as  a  priority  management  need.  Livestock  grazing  management 
of  these  atnelope  winter/early  spring  ranges  will  be  designed  (system  and 
season  of  use)  to  improve  habitat  conditions  for  wintering  antelope. 

Measures  to  Improve  Sage  Grouse  Habitat 

Vegetative  treatment  projects  within  two  miles  of  known  strutting 
grounds  would  be  limited  to  practices  which  also  enhance  sage  grouse 
habitat,  since  these  areas  constitutes  the  breeding  complex  for  sage 
grouse . 

The  density  of  the  sagebrush  canopy  cover  would  be  maintained  at 
20-30%  within  nesting  habitats  and  at  least  20%  in  known  wintering 
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habitats.   In  brood  rearing  areas,  the  sagebrush  canopy  coverage  would 
not  be  reduced  below  10%. 

Improve  meadow  herbaceous  vegetation,  especially  forbs,  by 
establishing  rest  or  deferred  grazing  systems  on  the  critical  brood 
rearing  areas.  If  grazing  systems  do  not  improve  the  situation,  large 
meadow  complexes  may  be  fenced  and  excluded  from  grazing  or  have  special 
grazing  management  applied  (e.g.  use  only  after  seed  ripe). 

Measures  to  Protect  or  Enhance  Riparian  or  Fisheries  Habitat 

Upgrading  fisheries  habitat  condition  for  red  band  trout  and  riparian 
associated  wildlife  has  been  identified  as  the  primary  management 
objective  on  153  stream  miles.  These  streams  were  selected  from  the 
stream  miles  that  support  red  band  trout  (281  of  the  457  stream  miles 
supporting  fisheries  habitat  condition).  These  153  stream  miles  are  in 
poor  or  fair  condition,  are  receiving  heavy  livestock  use  and  have  a  high 
potential  for  improvement.  The  remaining  areas  supporting  red  band  trout 
(128  of  the  281  miles)  were  not  identified  for  special  management 
practices  because  some  are  in  fair  or  good  condition  and  do  not  receive 
heavy  livestock  use  because  of  topography,  season-of-use  or  other 
factors.  Others  are  in  poor  or  fair  condition  but  are  intermingled  with 
private  or  state  land  and  it  would  be  difficult  to  apply  the  management 
measures  prescribed  for  the  153  stream  miles.  Also,  off  site  impacts 
from  some  non-federal  lands  would  reduce  the  beneficial  improvement 
efforts  on  BLM  lands.  Areas  that  do  not  support  red  band  trout  (176 
miles  of  the  457  miles)  were  not  included  for  special  fisheries  habitat 
management  because  of  restrictive  fisheries  habitat  conditions 
(intermittant  water  flows  or  high  sediment  yields  from  non-federal 
lands)  . 

The  153  miles  include  portions  of  the  Owyhee  and  Bruneau  Rivers, 
Shoofly  Creek,  Big  Jacks  Creek,  Cottonwood  Creek,  Duncan  Creek,  Sheep 
Creek,  Battle  Creek,  Pole  Creek,  Bull  Creek,  Poison  Creek,  Birch  Creek 
and  several  others.  The  specific  management  proposal  to  meet  the  land 
use  plan  objectives  would  be  determined  as  allotment  management  plans  or 
wildlife  habitat  management  plans  are  developed.  The  following 
management  practices  could  be  initiated  on  these  stream  miles  in  order  to 
ensure  their  improvement: 

1)  Grazing  exclusion, 

2)  rest  rotation  or  deferred  rotation  grazing  systems, 

3)  limited  season-of-use, 

4)  placement  of  juniper  trees  along  stream  banks  to  increase  cover 
and  reduce  livestock  trampling  (Map  2-3), 

5)  salting  livestock  away  from  riparian  areas,  and 

6)  increased  water  development  away  from  riparian  zones. 


21 


Approximately  107  miles  of  the  153  stream  miles  are  within  narrow 
deep  canyons.  It  is  anticipated  that  grazing  exclusion  is  the  only 
practical  method  to  accomplish  riparian  habitat  improvement  on  these 
streams.  This  would  be  accomplished  primarily  through  gap  fencing  of 
livestock  access  points. 

If  intensive  livestock,  management  practices  are  implemented  as  the 
primary  method  to  improve  fisheries  habitat  condition  resource  response 
would  be  carefully  monitored.  If  habitat  condition  objectives  are  not 
being  met,  livestock  would  be  excluded.  Where  grazing  is  excluded 
livestock  use  could  be  reintroduced  after  the  time  period  required  to 
bring  habitat  conditions  to  an  upward  trend  and  fair  to  good  condition. 
Livestock  use  could  then  continue  as  long  as  these  conditions  were 
maintained. 

In  addition  to  the  153  stream  miles  identified  for  fisheries  habitat 
improvement,  125  miles  of  stream  and  canyonland  would  be  reserved  for 
bighorn  sheep,  river  otter,  waterfowl  and  other  riparian  associated 
wildlife.  Livestock  use  of  these  areas  would  be  prevented  by  fencing, 
salting  or  development  of  water  away  from  canyon  areas.  Management  of 
stream  miles  is  shown  on  Map  2—1. 

Measures  to  Protect  or  Enhance  Cultural  Resources 

Livestock  grazing  would  be  excluded  from  several  cultural  resource 
sites  currently  being  impacted  by  livestock  (Map  2-1).  Sites  which  would 
be  excluded  from  grazing  include: 

1)  Deer  Water  Spring, 

2)  Hole- in-Rock  Spring, 

3)  Indian  Bathtub, 

4)  specific  sites  within  the  Camas  Creek/Pole  Creek  Archaeological 
District  and  Black  Butte/Guffey  Butte  Archaeological  District, 
and 

5)  designated  sites  currently  not  named. 

Remaining  segments  of  the  Oregon  Trail  and  the  associated  Goodale's 
Cutoff  and  Kelton  Road  that  contain  well-preserved  ruts  or  a  low-standard 
two-track  road  would  be  preserved  in  their  present  condition.  Motor 
vehicle  use  would  not  be  allowed  on  undisturbed  ruts  without  special 
authorization.  Limited  motorized  use  could  occur  on  historic  trail 
segments  that  are  low-standard  roads,  if  historic  values  would  not  be 
damaged.  Heavy  equipment  or  tracked  vehicles  would  not  be  allowed  along 
historic  trail  segments. 

Scenic  corridors  with  an  average  total  width  of  1/2  mile  (1/4  mile 
each  side)  along  remaining  historic  trail  segments  would  be  preserved  in 
their  present  condition.  The  width  of  the  corridors  would  vary  depending 
on  topography  and  the  presence  of  private  land  and  improved  roads. 
Within  the  scenic  corridors,  range  improvements  and  livestock  controls 
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would  be  located  and  designed  to  minimize  conflicts  with  scenic  and 
historic  resources. 

In  the  event  a  new  fence  would  cross  a  historic  trail  segment,  every 
effort  would  be  made  to  route  the  fence  across  a  disturbed  portion  of  the 
trail.  Fences  which  must  cross  trail  remnants  would  cross  the  trail  and 
scenic  corridors  at  right  angles.  Necessary  gates  and/or  cattleguards 
would  be  installed. 

If  no  alternative  exists,  livestock  water  may  be  developed  within 
historic  trail  corridors.  These  would  be  located  and  designed  to 
minimize  visual  disturbance  and  to  avoid  livestock  trailing  and  trampling 
of  trail  remnants.  Since  all  remnants  of  the  Oregon  Trail  have  been 
determined  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  the 
National  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Places  would  be  consulted  on  all 
projects  affecting  the  trail. 

Measures  to  Protect  or  Enhance  Watershed  Values 

Increases  in  livestock  use  would  not  be  allowed  if  increased  use 
would  be  detrimental  to  stream  bank  stability. 

Project  Development  and  Land  Treatments 

Over  the  years,  a  network  of  range  improvements  has  been  developed  to 
facilitate  management  of  grazing  livestock  and  to  improve  rangeland 
resource  conditions  (Map  2-4).   This  network  includes: 

687  miles  of  fence  40  cattleguards 

123  spring  developments  60  miles  of  pipeline 

279  reservoirs  15,600  acres  of  brush  control 

Five  wells  115,000  acres  of  seeding 

Additional  fencing,  water  development  and  vegetative  treatment 
practices  are  proposed  to  improve  resource  conditions  and  implement 
grazing  systems.  They  are  needed  to  achieve  better  distribution  of 
livestock,  increase  livestock  forage  production,  improve  watershed 
condition,  and  improve  the  condition  of  areas  for  wildlife. 

Estimated  development  needs  would  be  as  follows: 

200  miles  of  pasture  fence  Eight  water  catchments 

50  miles  of  exclosure  fence  75  cattleguards 

125  spring  developments  105  miles  of  pipeline 

235  reservoirs  234,000  acres  of  brush  control 

Six  wells  &  storage  tanks  42,300  acres  of  brush  control  &  seeding 

Included  in  the  above  development  needs  is  a  proposal  to  construct  19 
miles  of  pipeline  between  Big  Jacks  and  Little  Jacks  Creek  as  shown  on 
Map  2-5.  It  would  make  available  2,332  AUMs  of  livestock  forage  which  is 
currently  not  allocated  because  of  lack  of  water.  Construction  costs  for 
the  pipeline  would  be  approximately  $102,000  for  BLM  and  $54,000  for  the 
livestock  permittees.  BLM  costs  would  primarily  be  material  associated 
and   permittee   costs   would   primarily  be   labor  associated.     Annual 
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operating  costs  would  be  approximately  $6,500,  which  would  be  born  by  the 
permittees.  A  20  KW  diesel  generator  with  a  7  1/2  horsepower  submersible 
pump  would  be  used  to  pump  water  from  an  existing  well  to  a  storage 
reservoir  on  Sugar  Loaf  Butte.  About  five  miles  of  four  inch  PVC  pipe, 
installed  with  either  a  trencher  or  backhoe,  would  be  required  to 
complete  this  portion  of  the  pipeline.  Some  blasting  and  roadwork  would 
be  necessary  at  the  rim  on  Sugar  Loaf  Butte. 

The  storage  reservoir  dimensions  would  be  100'  x  100'  sides  with  a 
four  to  six  foot  high  embankment.  The  sides  and  bottom  of  this  reservoir 
would  be  lined  with  PVC  sheets  to  prevent  leakage.  About  500,000  gallons 
of  water  would  be  stored.  This  would  be  enough  water  to  meet  the  water 
needs  of  2,000  cattle  for  10  days  if  the  pumping  facility  failed.  Soil 
from  the  area  immediately  surrounding  the  reservoir  (one  acre)  would  be 
used  to  build  the  embankment. 

Three  pipeline  laterals  (14  miles)  would  be  laid  using  a  caterpillar 
tractor  with  a  pipelayer  attachment.  Water  from  the  storage  reservoir 
would  be  gravity  fed  into  these  lateral  lines.  Black  poly  pipe  (1  1/2  to 
2  inch  diameter)  would  be  "ripped"  into  the  ground  to  a  depth  of  about 
20-30"  depending  on  soil  depth.  Some  trenching  and/or  blasting  may  be 
required  on  shallow  areas.  Thirteen  livestock  watering  troughs  and  13 
wildlife  guzzlers  would  be  installed  on  these  laterals.  The  troughs 
would  have  float  valves  to  prevent  unnecessary  loss  of  water. 

Water  would  remain  in  the  wildlife  guzzlers  during  the  summer  months 
when  the  pipeline  is  not  in  use.  Generally  the  pipeline  would  provide 
water  for  livestock  from  April  1  to  June  15  and  September  1  to  October 
30.  Exact  dates  would  not  be  determined  until  the  development  of 
allotment  management  plans  for  the  Battle  Creek  and  Northwest  Allotments. 

The  specific  location  of  other  projects  would  be  determined  as  AMP's 
are  developed.  The  location  of  potential  land  treatment  areas  is  shown 
on  Map  2-6  and  the  acreage  of  potential  land  treatment  by  allotment  is 
shown  on  Table  2-3. 
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Table  2-3 
Proposed  Land  Treatments  -  Proposed  Action 


Brush  Control 

Brush  Control  & 

Allotment 

(acres) 

Reseed  (acres) 

524 

Garat  Individual 

500 

0 

584 

Garat 

116,700 

500 

629 

"45" 

67,400 

0 

636 

Roaring  Springs 

2,600 

0 

801 

Castle  Creek 

2,000 

11,200 

802 

Battle  Creek 

10,800 

1,800 

803 

Big  Springs 

8,800 

400 

804 

Bennett 

900 

1,000 

805 

Riddle 

12,000 

9,700 

808 

Northwest 

1,200 

700 

809 

Center 

800 

0 

812 

Miller  Table  Seeding* 

0 

1,100 

813 

Mtn.  Home  Subunit 

800 

0 

814 

Long  Tom  Subunit 

1,600 

0 

817 

Martha  Ave. 

0 

600 

820 

Cornell 

500 

1,100 

840 

Strickland-Hall- Yates 

800 

0 

842 

M  &  L 

0 

1,200 

843 

Simplot 

1,700 

7,500 

844 

Tindall  &  Sons 

800 

3,000 

845 

Antelope  Creek 

900 

700 

846 

Alzola 

3,200 

1,800 

Total 

234,000 

42,300 

*  Less  intensive  allotments 
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Proposed  project  developments  would  cost  approximately  $2.9  million. 
Proposed  and  existing  project  developments  would  be  periodically 
maintained  as  described  in  Table  2-4. 


Table  2-4 
Implementation  and  Maintenance  Cost  -  Proposed  Action 


Maintenance 

Responsibility 

Annual 

Annual 

Rancher  Cost 

of  Existing 

BLM 

Rancher 

Project 

Proposed 
Units 

BLM  Cost 

(primarily 
labor) 

Existing 
Projects 

Projects* 

Maintenance 
Cost 

Maintenance 
Cost 

BLM 

User 

Pasture  Fence  (miles) 

200 

240,000 

160,000 

683  mi 

166  mi 

517  mi 

2,490 

10,755 

Exclosure  Fence  (miles) 

50 

100,000 

0 

4  mi 

4 

0 

810 

0 

Spring  Development 

125 

75,000 

63,000 

123 

55 

68 

2,750 

9,650 

Reservoir 

235 

176,000 

176,000 

279 

80 

199 

1,500 

8,680 

Wells 

6 

90,000 

0 

5 

2 

3 

40 

180 

Water  Catchment 

8 

160,000 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

600 

Cattleguards 

75 

202,000 

38,000 

40 

30 

10 

450 

1,275 

Jacks  Creek  Pipeline 

19 

102,000 

54,000 

0 

0 

0 

0 

190 

Other  Pipelines 

86 

172,000 

215,000 

60  mi 

22 

38 

220 

1,240 

Brush  Control  (acres) 

234,000 

682,000 

475,000 

15,610 

All 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Brush  Control  &  Seeding 

42,300 

894,000 

170,000 

114,574 

All 

Unknown 

Unknown 

(acres) 
Total  Costs 

8,360 

2,893,000 

1,351,000 

32,570 

*  Livestock  operators  would  maintain  all  new  projects  except  stream  exclosure  fences. 


Project  Development  and  Design  Criteria 

Fences  -  Fences  would  be  constructed  to  establish  allotment 
boundaries,  divide  allotments  into  pastures,  and  where  necessary,  to 
exclude  livestock  from  springs,  reservoirs  and  selected  streams.  Fences 
would  be  constructed  to  permit  deer  and  antelope  passage.  Existing 
management  fences  that  create  wildlife  movement  problems  would  be 
modified  on  a  priority  system.  Fence  posts  would  be  a  solid 
nonref lective  color  to  minimize  visual  impacts.  Proposed  fence  lines 
would  not  be  bladed  or  scraped.  Cattleguards  would  be  installed  where 
fences  cross  heavily  traveled  existing  roads. 

Spring  Development  -  Water  would  be  collected  at  the  spring  source  by 
installing  perforated  pipe  and  collection  boxes  and  piped  approximately 
100  feet  to  water  troughs  for  livestock  use.  Live  water  would  be 
provided  for  wildlife.  Approximately  90%  of  the  spring  developments 
would  be  fenced.  Springs  would  not  be  fenced  where  it  is  physically 
impossible  due  to  steep  or  rocky  terrain.  Where  necessary  to  maintain 
water  at  the  spring  source  and  protect  riparian  habitat,  float  valves 
would  be  installed  to  prevent  constant  drainage.  Springs  that  do  not 
have  sufficient  flow  to  supply  both  livestock  and  wildlife  water  would 
not  be  developed. 

Reservoir  Development  -  Dams  would  be  constructed  on  or  adjacent  to 
ephemeral  drainages  to  impound  runoff  water  for  livestock  and  wildlife. 
Water  storage  capacity  would  range  from  one  to  two  acre-feet.  Fill 
material  would  come  from  the  impoundment  area  if  possible.  Where 
possible,  reservoirs  would  be  fenced,  with  water  piped  to  troughs  for 
livestock  use,  or  gap  fenced.   Reservoirs  built  in  association  with  seep 
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areas  would  be  constructed  below  the  site  to  prevent  loss  of  the  riparian 
zone . 

Pipeline  Development  -  Pipelines  would  be  developed  to  carry  water 
from  wells,  springs  or  streams  to  areas  with  inadequate  water.  A  storage 
tank  or  reservoir  is  generally  located  at  the  water  source  or  at  a  high 
elevational  point.  Provisions  would  be  made  to  avoid  dewatering  natural 
water  sources. 

Construction  would  consist  of  burying  a  plastic  pipe  approximately 
twenty  inches  below  the  ground.  Pipelines  are  installed  in  two  ways.  On 
deep  soils,  a  trenching  machine  is  used  to  dig  the  trench,  lay  the  pipe, 
and  cover  it  with  soil  in  one  pass.  The  soil  is  mounded  on  top  of  the 
trench  to  minimize  the  depression  after  settling.  A  second  method  may  be 
used  in  isolated  instances  when  soil  depth  is  limiting  (less  than  20"). 
A  trench  is  opened,  the  pipe  is  laid,  and  the  soil  is  mounded  on  top  in 
three  separate  steps.  Because  of  the  limiting  soil  depth,  topsoil  is 
borrowed  from  an  area  approximately  ten  feet  on  either  side  of  the 
trench.  The  trench  opening  averages  two  feet  for  each  method.  Water 
would  be  provided  approximately  every  mile  along  the  pipeline  for 
livestock  and  wildlife.  To  provide  water  for  wildlife  that  become 
dependent  upon  the  new  sources,  pipelines  would  remain  charged  with  water 
during  the  dry  season  or  an  alternative  water  source  would  be  provided. 

Water  Policy 

A  policy  statement  from  the  Idaho  State  Director  of  the  BLM  dated  May 
25,  1982,  states  that  all  new  filings  for  water  permits  in  Idaho  will  be 
reviewed  to  determine  if  a  livestock  operator  should  be  made  part  of  the 
water  application.   The  following  procedures  apply: 

1)  If  a  permittee  is  developing  a  water  source  on  public  lands 
entirely  at  his  own  expense  through  a  Section  4  permit,  the 
permittee  should  obtain  permission  from  the  State  of  Idaho  and 
should  hold  the  water  right  in  his  own  name  unless  the  source 
rises  and  falls  completely  on  public  lands  (see  private  waters 
below).  By  otaining  a  Section  4  permit  the  operator  gains  title 
to  the  water  development. 

Where  water  sources  not  wholly  located  on  public  land  are  to  be 
developed  in  this  manner,  the  manager  should  make  certain  that 
sufficient  water  is  available  to  meet  requirements  of  the  area's 
land  use  plan.  This  might  include  water  from  the  source  that  is 
used  by  a  permittee  other  than  the  one  developing  the  source. 
This  is  done  to  prevent  one  operator  from  controlling  an 
important  water  source  to  the  detriment  of  other  public  land 
users . 

If  these  conditions  are  met,  the  Bureau  can  allow  a  Section  4 
permit  and  should  not  protest  the  water  right  application.  It 
is  preferable,  however,  to  have  a  cooperative  agreement  allowing 
for  the  long-term  use  of  the  water  source,  but  this  should  not 
be  made  a  condition  of  the  Section  4  permit  unless  agreed  to  by 
the  permittee. 
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In  the  case  where  the  water  source  is  not  on  public  land  and  the 
permittee  is  developing  it  to  meet  the  Bureau's  land  use 
planning  objectives,  the  following  should  be  attempted:  a) 
obtain  some  type  of  long-term  agreement,  b)  if  a  long-term 
agreement  is  unacceptable,  the  Bureau  should  plan  for  an 
alternative  source  of  water  for  use  when  the  permittee's 
development  becomes  unavailable. 

Private  waters--Under  State  law  a  private  water  is  not  subject 
to  appropriation  without  permission  of  the  landowner.  A  private 
water  consists  of  the  water  of  a  pond,  spring,  pool,  or  diffused 
source  contained  wholly  on  a  landowner's  property  (see  State  of 
Idaho  Water  User's  Handbook).  This  also  applies  to  public 
lands,  and  therefore,  water  sources  contained  wholly  on  public 
lands  are  not  subject  to  appropriation  without  the  Bureau's 
permission.  A  permittee  can  be  allowed  to  develop  these  waters 
but  not  to  the  extent  that  it  interferes  with  long-terra  land  use 
planning  objectives.  These  types  of  waters  are  property  of  the 
United  States,  and  therefore  a  cooperative  agreement  (not  a 
Section  4  permit)  should  be  used. 

2)  If  a  cooperative  agreement  has  been  prepared  for  development  of 
a  water  source,  the  permittee  may  elect  to  have  his  name 
included  on  the  permit. 

Land  Treatments 

Approximately  276,300  acres  of  native  range  would  be  treated  to 
reduce  the  invasion  of  sagebrush,  juniper  and  annual  grass  species, 
improve  ecological  condition  and  increase  forage  production.  This 
treatment  would  consist  of  234,000  acres  of  brush  control  and  42,300 
acres  of  brush  control  and  reseeding  (Table  2-3). 

Vegetative  treatments  would  be  restricted  to  areas  in  poor  or  fair 
range  condition.  Native  range  which  is  in  good  to  excellent  range 
condition  would  not  be  treated.  Land  treatment  projects  would  be  applied 
to  sites  which  receive  greater  than  10"  of  precipitation  and  have  soils 
with  high  productive  potential.  Areas  with  low  productive  potential  are 
often  dominated  by  cheatgrass  and  competition  limits  the  success  of  land 
treatment  projects.  In  addition,  treating  these  sites  is  very  expensive. 
It  is  felt  that  funds  should  be  spent  in  areas  where  chances  of 
successful  land  treatment  projects  are  greater.  Areas  with  high  or 
ritical  erosion  potential,  unstable  slopes,  and  where  soil  surveys 
indicate  low  success  probability  would  not  be  treated. 
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During  the  activity  planning  process,  site  specific  areas,  acreage, 
and  treatment  techniques  would  be  selected.  In  general,  burning  for 
brush  and  juniper  control  would  receive  first  consideration.  Where 
burning  is  not  feasible  (lack  of  ground  fuel,  unstable  weather 
conditions,  etc.)  chemical  treatment  or  chaining  would  be  employed. 
Plowing  and  seeding  would  only  be  used  when  the  treatment  site  is 
depleted  and  the  potential  for  native  grass  recovery  is  poor.  In  those 
cases  where  reseeding  (drill  or  broadcast)  is  necessary,  native  or 
introduced  species  may  be  selected  depending  on  management  objectives. 
Vegetative  treatments  would  adhere  to  the  following  stipulations; 
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1)  If  pesticides/herbicides  spraying  techniques  are  used  for 
treatment  of  native  rangelands,  a  buffer  zone  of  150  feet  would 
be  established  around  perennial  streams  and  riparian  habitat 
areas.  The  effect  of  the  pesticide/herbicide  should  not  be 
evident  within  this  area. 

2)  In  areas  identified  as  winter  range  for  mule  deer,  antelope  and 
sage  grouse,  allow  for  a  sufficient  forage  to  cover  ratio  that 
would  meet  these  species  needs. 

3)  Projects  would  be  designed  with  irregular  control  lines, 
feathered  edges  and  natural  contours.  Drainages  and  occasional 
brush  islands  would  be  left  untreated  on  sites  treated  by 
mechanical  or  other  means. 

Standard  Operating  Procedures  -  The  following  procedures  would  be 
followed  in  the  construction  of  all  management  facilities  and  vegetative 
treatments: 

1)  Roads  or  trails  to  new  construction  or  project  sites  would  not 
be  allowed  where  existing  roads  and  trails  could  be  utilized  or 
where  off-road  vehicles  could  be  used.  Roads  would  not  be  built 
into  any  proposed  range  improvement  site  within  bighorn  sheep 
habitat. 

2)  Class  III  Cultural  Resource  Inventories  would  be  performed  at 
all  project  locations.  The  Class  III  Inventory  is  an  intensive 
field  inventory  which  includes  but  is  not  limited  to  the 
following  procedures: 

a)  Review  of  existing  cultural  resource  site  records  for  the 
area  of  impact. 

b)  Conducting  a  on  the  ground  survey  of  the  project  area, 
using  a  valid  rationale  for  intensity  of  coverage. 

c)  Complete  recordation  of  all  cultural  sites  identified  in 
the  project  area. 

d)  Mitigation  of  negative  impacts  to  significant  cultural 
sites,  most  often  achieved  through  avoidance,  but  sometimes 
through  salvage  excavation. 

3)  Before  substantial  (>10%)  increases  in  livestock  grazing  occur 
in  high  cultural  site  density  zones,  those  areas  adjacent  to 
existing  water  sources  would  be  examined  at  a  Class  III 
Inventory  level. 

4)  All  sites  listed  or  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places  would  receive  special  consideration 
as  mandated  by  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation 
Act  and  36  CFR  800.  These  procedures  include  consultation  with 
the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  to  determine 
project  impacts  to  cultural  sites  and  development  of  acceptable 
mitigation  of  adverse  impacts. 
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5)  Project  clearances  for  Threatened  and  Endangered  species  would 
be  conducted  on  all  project  sites. 

6)  No  action  would  be  taken  that  would  impair  any  wilderness  study 
areas  suitability  for  wilderness  designation. 

Land  use  plan  recommendations  have  recommended  about  315,500 
acres  as  "suitable"  for  wilderness.  Grazing  actions  proposed 
within  these  areas  would  be  consistent  with  the  BLM's  Interim 
Management  Policy  for  areas  under  wilderness  review. 

Activities  or  facilities  established  prior  to  wilderness 
designation  would  remain  and  may  be  replaced  when  necessary  to 
properly  administer  the  grazing  program.  The  construction  of 
new  improvements  would  be  primarily  for  resource  protection  and 
more  effective  management  of  these  resources  rather  than  to 
accommodate  increased  numbers  of  livestock.  The  numbers  of 
livestock  permitted  to  graze  in  wilderness  would  remain  at  the 
approximate  level  at  the  time  of  designation,  unless  it  can  be 
conclusively  shown  that  increased  livestock  numbers  would  have 
no  adverse  impact  on  wilderness  values. 

All  areas  subject  to  wilderness  review  would  be  managed  under 
the  BLMs  Wilderness  Interim  Management  Policy  (IMP)  until 
released  from  the  wilderness  process.  Proposed  projects  would 
be  modified  or  deferred  if  necessary  to  assure  compliance  with 
Wilderness  IMP. 

7)  All  actions  would  be  designed  to  address  BLM  Visual  Resource 
Management  criteria.  Project  developments  would  be  designed  to 
minimize  adverse  visual  impacts. 

8)  Wildlife  escape  devices  would  be  installed  on  all  troughs  and 
tanks . 

9)  In  crucial  wildlife  habitats  (winter  ranges,  raptor  nest  sites, 
strutting  grounds,  etc.),  construction  work  on  range 
improvements  would  be  scheduled  to  avoid  or  minimize  disturbance 
to  wildlife. 

10)  Areas  disturbed  during  project  construction  would  be  reseeded 
with  a  mixture  of  grasses,  forbs  and  shrubs. 

11)  All  actions  would  be  designed  to  minimize  adverse  impacts  to  the 
soil,  water  and  air  resources. 

12)  As  elements  within  the  proposal  are  implemented,  an 
environmental  assessment  would  be  made  to  assess  any  site 
specific  impacts  that  are  not  addressed  in  this  EIS. 

13)  A  portion  of  the  land  within  the  EIS  area  is  being  considered 
for  agricultural  development.  If  current  land  ownership  or  use 
changes  because  of  this  or  other  land  actions,  livestock  use 
would  be  adjusted  accordingly. 


30 


14)    Benefit/cost  analysis  would  be  a  component  of  environmental 
assessments  on  Allotment  Management  Plans. 

Implementation  Schedule 

Adjustments  in  livestock  use  levels  would  be  made  following 
completion  of  the  EIS  and  Land  Use  Plan.  A  5-year  phase-in  of  the 
proposed  increase  or  reduction  would  be  initiated.  A  range  monitoring 
program  (actual  use,  forage  utilization,  and  range  trend  studies)  would 
be  used  to  arrive  at  final  livestock  use  levels  by  the  end  of  the  fifth 
year.  This  procedure  would  allow  inventory  results  to  be  adjusted,  if 
necessary,  to  arrive  at  a  biologically  sound,  balanced  forage  allocation 
figure. 

We  anticipate  that  during  the  5-year  phase-in  period  there  would  be 
the  following  livestock  AUMs  authorized: 

Year  1  Year  3  Year  5 


187,000-196,000      186,000-195,000       196,000-202,000 

Large  livestock  increases  would  not  be  allowed  as  long  as  water 
developments  were  not  adequate  for  good  livestock  distribution  and  the 
development  of  management  plans.  Also,  potential  conflicts  with  wildlife 
would  be  considered  before  developing  water  sources  in  all  areas  that  do 
not  currently  have  water. 

The  following  allotment  ranking  represents  the  priority  order  for  the 
Bruneau  Resource  Area  by  which  allotments  would  be  selected  for  the 
development  of  Allotment  Management  Plans  (AMPs)  and  establishment  of 
monitoring  studies. 

1.  Battle  Creek  (802)  12.  Tindall  and  Sons  (849) 

2.  Big  Springs  (803)  13.  Strickland,  Hall  &  Yates  (840) 

3.  Northwest  (808)  14.  Antelope  Creek  (845) 

4.  Riddle  (805)  15.  M  &  L  (842) 

5.  Castle  Crek  (801)  16.  Bennett  (804) 

6.  Alzola  (846)  17.  Scotts  Table  (810) 

7.  Center  (809)  18.  Mud  Springs  (815) 

8.  Mountain  Home  Subunit  (813)   19.  Cornell  (820) 

9.  Long  Tom  (814)  20.  Martha  Avenue  (817) 

10.  Ditto  Creek  (818)  21.   Dive  Creek  (819) 

11.  Simplot  (843) 

Criteria  used  to  develop  this  ranking  included,  wildlife  uses/ 
conflicts,  watershed  values,  public  interest,  potential  for  range 
improvement  through  better  range  management  practices,  and  economic 
impacts  of  proposed  reductions  on  livestock  operators.  Development  of 
AMP's  and  establishment  of  monitoring  studies  would  be  completed  on  as 
many  allotments  in  the  intensive  management  category  as  funds  and 
manpower  would  allow  each  year. 

Development  of  AMPs  and  proposed  projects  would  be  completed  during 
the  10  year  period  following  completion  of  the  EIS.   It  is  anticipated 
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that  water  would  be  developed  within  the  first  five  years.  The  priority 
for  implementation  would  be  as  follows:  development  of  AMP's;  water; 
fences;  and  land  treatments. 

Implementation  of  Projects  Within  Wilderness  Study  Areas 

The  stipulation  that  all  wilderness  study  areas  would  be  managed 
under  the  Wilderness  Interim  Management  Policy  (IMP)  until  they  are 
released  from  the  wilderness  review  process  would  delay  the 
implementation  of  some  portions  of  the  proposed  action.  Based  on  the 
analysis  of  impacts  in  Chapter  4,  the  following  activities  would  be 
affected: 

Project  Development  -  New  range  improvements  within  WSAs  would  be 
limited  to  those  that  enhance  wilderness  values  by  better  protecting  the 
rangeland  in  a  natural  condition.  In  addition,  new  range  improvements 
must  not  require  motorized  access  for  maintenance,  must  be  substantially 
unnoticeable ,  and  must  not  degrade  the  wilderness  values  compared  to  the 
area's  values  for  other  purposes.  This  requirement  could  delay  or 
prevent  construction  of  some  projects,  particularly  those  impacting  the 
48,000  acres  of  good  condition  range  identified  by  wilderness  as  having 
special  scientific  and  ecological  values.  Some  AUM  increases  could  also 
be  affected  since  some  increases  are  dependent  on  the  development  of 
water  sources  in  unwatered  areas.  Specific  projects  would  be  evaluated 
through  the  Environmental  Assessment  process  to  assure  they  conform  with 
the  Wilderness  Interim  Management  Policy. 

Big  Jacks/Little  Jacks  Pipeline  Proposal  -  The  object  of  the 
Wilderness  Interim  Management  Policy  (IMP)  is  to  preserve  the  wilderness 
suitability  of  potential  wilderness  areas  prior  to  a  Congressional 
decision  on  formal  wilderness  designation.  According  to  the  IMP, 
wilderness  suitability  means  two  things:  1)  preserving  the  wilderness 
characteristics  of  an  area;  and  2)  maintaining  the  relationship  between 
an  area's  wilderness  values  and  its  values  for  other  uses. 

Construction  of  the  19-mile  pipeline  could  impact  the  wilderness 
suitability  of  the  adjacent  Big  Jacks  Creek  and  Little  Jacks  Creek  WSAs. 
Not  only  would  their  wilderness  values  be  reduced  but  the  relationship 
between  those  wilderness  values  and  livestock  forage  production  values 
would  be  altered.  The  impacts  of  this  pipeline  could  be  significant 
enough  to  affect  the  Congressional  decision  on  the  suitability  of  the 
adjacent  WSAs  as  designated  wilderness. 

Pipeline  construction  and  subsequent  increased  grazing  would  reduce 
the  wilderness  values  of  7,900  acres  in  the  Big  Jacks  Creek  and  Little 
Jacks  Creek  WSAs.  These  are  areas  in  good  range  condition  within  two 
miles  of  the  proposed  pipeline.  Portions  of  these  areas  are  being 
recommended  as  suitable  for  wilderness  primarily  because  of  their 
ecological  values.  Increased  livestock  grazing  would  decrease  their 
value  as  wilderness.  The  specific  impacts  of  increased  grazing  on  the 
wilderness  values  of  these  areas  are  discussed  in  the  Draft  EIS  under 
environmental  consequences  to  the  Proposed  Action. 

The  19-mile  pipeline  would  also  alter  the  existing  relationship 
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between  wilderness  values  and  livestock  forage  production  values 
throughout  the  plateau  between  Little  Jacks  Creek  and  Big  Jacks  Creek. 
Once  the  19  miles  have  been  completed,  livestock  forage  values  in  all 
areas  potentially  accessible  by  spur  lines  would  be  substantially 
enhanced.  This  could  shift  the  resource  balance  in  these  areas  from  one 
favoring  wilderness  designation  to  one  favoring  maximum  forage  production 
and  use . 

The  pipeline  would  be  further  evaluated  to  determine  if  it  conforms 
with  the  Wilderness  Interim  Management  Policy. 

Vegetation  Manipulation  -  Brush  control,  seeding,  spraying  projects 
and  controlled  burning  identified  on  page  4-17  would  not  be  done  until  a 
site  specific  environmental  analysis  clearly  shows  they  comply  with  the 
Bureau's  Interim  Management  Policy  and  Guidelines-nonimpairraent  criteria 
as  set  forth  on  pages  23  and  24  of  this  handbook  dated  December  12,  1979. 

Monitoring  Programs 

Studies  and  evaluation  procedures  would  be  initiated  in  accordance 
with  BLM  Manual,  Section  4430,  to  determine  if  the  MFP  and  specific 
allotment  objectives  are  being  met.  These  studies  would  include 
compilation  of  actual  use,  range  trend,  range/watershed  condition, 
watershed  quality,  utilization,  weather  data,  carrying  capacity,  and 
wildlife  habitat  conditions.  The  study  site  would  be  selected  and  read 
cooperatively  with  livestock  operators  and  other  interested  agencies 
where  possible.  Where  specific  objectives  are  not  met,  adjustments  in 
season-of-use ,  livestock  numbers  (including  removal)  or  grazing  system 
would  be  made  depending  on  the  indicated  need. 

Utilization  studies  would  be  conducted  using  the  key  forage  plant 
method  (BLM  Manual  4430).  This  method  establishes  key  vegetative  species 
and  key  areas  that  would  be  monitored  for  utilization.  Key  areas  would 
be  selected  to  allow  management  objectives  to  be  monitored.  For  example, 
on  areas  where  improvement  of  riparian  or  fisheries  habitat  conditions  is 
the  primary  objective,  the  riparian  zone  would  be  established  as  the  key 
area  and  would  be  monitored  accordingly.  On  other  areas  or  allotments, 
the  key  area  may  be  selected  to  represent  the  majority  of  the  grazing 
area  within  the  allotment.  Key  species  to  be  monitored  may  include  but 
not  be  limited  to  bitterbrush,  Idaho  fescue,  and  bluebunch  wheatgrass. 

Monitoring  studies  (utilization  and  trend)  would  not  be  performed  on 
less  intensive  allotments  if  manpower  dollars  are  limited.  However 
allotment  inspections  would  still  be  performed  on  less  intensive 
management  allotments  until  monitoring  studies  were  established. 
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Table  2-13 

Planning  System  Recomraendations/EIS   Relationship   for  Bruneau/Kuna  Planning  Units  and  Garat  and   "45"   Allotments 

(BPU-Bruneau  Planning  Unit,   KPU-Kuna  Planning  Unit) 

Objective  #1   (Range)  -  Develop  range  programs  and  management  techniques  to:     a)   increase  the  vigor,  density  and  production  of  desirable  vegetation  on  745,512  acres  of  public 
lands  within  20  years,     b)  Increase  532,855  acres  in  poor  to  fair  condition;   448,698  acres   from  fair   to  good  condition;  maintain  condition  class  of 
338,716  acres  currently   in  good  and  excellent   condition  and  maintain  and/or   Improve   313,233  acres  currently   In  a  disturbed,   burned  or  seeding  condition 
within  20  years.     Maintain  condition  class  of  3,330  acres  currently  in  good  condition,     c)     Increase   total   forage   production   from  210,479  AUMs  to 
283,24%  AUMs  within  a  20  year  period,     d)   Increase  livestock  use   from     202,275  AUM's  to  269,785  AUMs  within  20  years. 


Rationale 


The  primary  rangeland  management  program  goal  Is  to  protect  and  manage  the  vegetative  resources  and  to  improve  current  range  condition  and  trend  by  increasing 
the  amount  and  quality  of  desired  vegetation.   The  objective  cannot  be  met  without  effective  administration  and  intensive  management. 


Single  Use  Recommendations  (MFP-1) 


Other  MFP-1  Resource  Management 
Recommendations  which  Conflict 


Multiple  Use  Recommendation 
(MFP-2)   


Rationale  for  the  M-U. 
Recotnmendat  ion 


Resource  Trade-offs 


A-  (RM-l.l,  ORA:  RM-2.4,  1.1)  Reduce 
the  amount  of  poor  condition  range- 
lands  In  area  by: 

a)  Intensively  manage  25  allotments 
(1,930,741  acres  of  public  land) 

b)  Applying  less  intensive  manage- 
ment of  24  allotments  (448,273 
acres  of  public  lands). 

B.  (RM-1.3)  Deny  requests  for  ORV 
races  in  pastures  where  livestock 
are  grazing;  close  spring  pastures 
from  March  1  through  June  15th  or 
until  livestock  are  removed. 


C  (BPU  &  KPU:  RM-1.4,  ORA:  RM-2.8) 
Develop  livestock  management  facili- 
ties for  implementation  of  AMPs  and/ 
or  grazing  systems  as  follows: 

250  miles  of  fence 

125  spring  developments 

105  miles  of  pipeline 

275  watering  troughs 

235  reservoirs 

6  wells  &  storage  tanks 
8  water  catchments 


A.  Intensive  management  is  suppor- 
ted by  wildlife,  fisheries,  water- 
shed &  cultural  resources  as  long 
as  vegetation  is  improved  to  a 
good  ecological  condition  &  it 
benefits  fish  &  wildlife  habitats 
&  protects  identified  cultural 
values. 

B.  Retain  &  designate  most  of  area 
open  to  ORV  use. 


C.  Minimize  soil  erosion  by  cont- 
rolling grazing  use  &  soil  distur- 
bance (WS-1.1,  1.2).   Recreation 
values  of  Oregon  Trail  &  potential 
wild  rivers  C.J.  Strike  Reservoir 
[SR  Birds  of  Prey  Area  would  be 
degraded  (R-l.l  [1,2,4])].   Fences 
restrict  ORV  use  (R-1.2  [5]). 
Water  developments  create  forage 
competition  In  bighorn  habitat 
(BPU:  W/L-2.1).   Water  In  develop- 
ments may  not  be  available  to  deer 
&  antelope  when  needed;  predatlon 
becomes  a  bigger  problem  around 
water  developments  (W/L-3.1,  3.3). 
Only  springs  capable  of  providing 
water  for  wildlife  &  livestock 
should  be  developed  (W/L-4.3). 
Visual  classification  protection 
requires  limiting  restrictions  on 
certain  developments  (VRM-1.1, 
1.2,  1.3).  Wilderness  values  are 
not  to  be  degraded  by  developments 
(BPU:  WN-l.l,  1.2,  1.3,  1.4,  1.5, 
1.6,  1.7,  1.8,  4.2,  4.3). 


D.  (RM-1.5)  Adjust  livestock 
season-of-use  to  meet  minimum  growth 
needs  of  preferred  plants  or  forage 
species. 


A.  Accept  recommendation  as 
written. 


B.  Work  with  organized  ORV  groups 
to  conduct  races  away  from  spring 
pastures  where  high  conflicts  with 
spring  livestock  might  occur  par- 
ticularly in  Castle  Creek  &  Battle 
Creek  allotments. 

C.  Accept  recommendation  with  the 
following  stipulations: 

1)  Avoid  developing  new  water 
sources  in  bighorn  sheep  habitats. 

2)  No  roads  will  be  constructed 
to  any  proposed  range  Improvement 
sites  within  bighorn  sheep  habitat 
or  wilderness  areas. 

3)  New  water  developments  will 
satisfy  both  wildlife  &  livestock. 
Springs  developed  in  riparian 
areas  will  be  fenced  &  water  piped 
away. 

4)  Construction  of  range  improve- 
ments in  WSAs  will  be  determined 
on  a  case  by  case  basis. 

5)  Visual  contrast  rating  will  be 
made  on  all  projects  in  Class  I, 
II  &  major  projects  in  III  &  IV 
areas. 

6)  No  water  developments  con- 
structed within  1/4  mile  of  Oregon 
Trail  (topography  permitting). 
Water  developments  located  to 
minimize  visual  disturbance  & 
avoidance  of  livestock  trampling 
of  trail  remnants. 

7)  Leave  gates  at  likely  ORV  race 
trails,  modify  as  needed. 

8)  Construct  19  miles  of  Jacks 
Creek  pipeline  outside  WSA  boun- 
dary. Evaluate  further  develop- 
ment If  not  designated  wilderness- 

D.  Accept  as  written 


A-  The  intensively  managed 
allotments  have  potential 
for  increased  forage  pro- 
duction which  would  improve 
range  condition  and  trend  & 
thereby  improve  overall 
ecological  condition. 


B.  Conflicts  can  be  reduced 
with  proper  placement  of  ORV 
routes.   Previous  experience 
supports  this. 


C.  These  management  facilities 
are  needed  to  improve  vegeta- 
conditlon  to  a  good  ecological 
rating  within  the  20  year 
period.  The  developments  are 
also  needed  to  improve  forage 
production  to  the  benefit  of 
both  wildlife  &  livestock. 
The  stipulations  are  designed 
to  minimize,  reduce  or  miti- 
gate adverse  Impacts  expected 
to  occur  with  the  development 
of  livestock  management 
facilities. 


D.  Adjustments  of  season-of- 
use  will  help  Increase  produc- 
tion of  desirable  plant 
species  &  in  turn  improve  site 
productivity  &  reduce  erosion 
tlirough  increasing  vigor, 
density  &  production  of 
desireable  plant  species. 


A.  Developments  for  intensive 
management  may  affect  the  current 
naturalness  of  areas  where  no  man 
made  projects  existed.   Livestock 
grazing  would  increase  in  areas 
receiving  water  development  pro- 
jects.  Such  projects  would  also 
provide  water  needs  for  wildlife. 

B.  Organized  ORV  use  in  areas 
having  spring  grazing  use  will  be 
reduced.  ORV  use  will  be  directed 
to  other  areas  having  considerably 
less  conflicts. 


C.  Livestock  use  in  bighorn  sheep 
habitats  will  be  restricted  by 
location  of  water  projects. 

Fencing  will  continue  to  be  a 
hazard  to  certain  wildlife  but 
fence  designs  will  be  to  BLM 
specifications. 

Riparian  areas  will  be  pro- 
tected where  new  springs  are  de- 
veloped by  fencing  &  piping  water; 
reduction  of  potential  forage  for 
livestock  use  would  be  lost. 

Visual  &  cultural  resources 
will  be  impacted  to  a  degree. 


D.  Season-of-use  adjustments  will 
result  In  some  later  turnout  dates 
which  In  turn  may  reduce  AUMs  for 
livestock.   This  adjustment,  how- 
ever allows  plants  to  reach  [seed 
ripe  stage  -  a  condition  necessary 
to  Improve  maintenance  of  desired 
plant  species,  vigor  &  produc- 
tivity]. 


\h 


Table  2-13  (cont.) 


Objective  #2  (Range) 


Over  the  next  15  to  20  years,  treat  338,483  acres  of  suitable  public  land  to  increase  forage  production  and  reduce  the  acreage  of  range  in  poor 
condition. 


Rationale  -  The  identified  public  lands  to  receive  land  treatments  have  the  capability  to  respond  with  increased  forage  production.  Portions  of  17  allotments  are  producing 
less  livestock  forage  than  the  current  class  1  demand.   Land  treatment  is  the  only  feasible  method  for  range  improvement  on  those  areas  in  which  the  existing 
vegetation  is  predominately  big  sagebrush,  cheatgrass  and  Sandberg  bluegrass. 


Single  Use  Recommendations  (MFP-1) 


E.  (BPU:  RM-2.1)  (KPU:  RM-1.7) 
Treat  (via  spray,  burn  or  shred) 
approximately  62,083  acres  (in  18 
allotments)  of  existing  seeding  to 
reduce  Invading  brush  species,  im- 
prove forage  production  &  range  con- 
dition.  Maintaining  and/or  ex- 
panding existing  seedings  will  have 
preference  over  establishing  new 
seedings. 


F.  (BPU:  RM-2.2)  (KPU:  RM-1.8) 
Treat  90,200  acres  (47,700  acres 
brush  control;  42,300  acres  brush 
control  &  reseeding)  of  potentially 
suitable  native  rangeland  to  reduce 
invasion  of  less  desirable  brush  & 
annual  species,  improve  range  con- 
dition &  increase  grazing  capacity. 

(ORA:  RM-2.5)  Treat  203,000  acres 
(202,500  brush  control  &  500  acres 
brush  control  &  reseeding). 


Other  MFP-1  Resource  Management 
Recommendations  which  Conflict 


E.  Minimize  soil  erosion  initial 
surface  disturbance  &  vegetative 
cover  loss  (BPU:  WS-1 .2).  Spraying 
chemicals  near  riparian  habitat 
may  destroy  habitat  &  thereby 
effect  fish  populations  via  des- 
troying food  base  (BPU:  W/L-aq- 
3.4;  KPU:  W/L-aq-2.3).   Treatment 
of  seedings  would  reduce  desired 
ratio  levels  which  is  critical  on 
deer  winter  range  (BPU:  W/L-3.1; 
KPU:  W/L-3.2).  Vegetation  manipu- 
lation on  antelope  winter  &  spring 
range  would  reduce  desired  shrub/ 
forb  composition  (BPU:  W/L-3-3; 
KPU:  W/L-3.4).  Avoid  disturbance 
activities  within  2  miles  of  sage 
grouse  strutting  grounds  &  win- 
tering areas  (BPU:  W/L-4.6;  KPU: 
W/L-4.4).  Avoid  treatment/distur- 
bance activities  around  raptor 
nesting  areas  between  3/1  &  8/15 
(W/L-5.1).  Treatment  of  existing 
seedings  would  alter  existing  game 
species  habitat  &  thus  reduce 
numbers  of  available  animals/birds 
for  hunters  (BPU:  R-1.2[7];  KPU: 
R-1.2[12]). 

F.  Vegetative  manipulation  within 
special  recreation  management 
areas  (offering  primitive  &  serai- 
prlmitlve  opportunities)  would  de 
grade  natural  values  (BPU:  R-l.l 
[4];  KPU:  R-l.l[3]).  Vegetative 
manipulation  could  harm  existing 
raptor  habitat  &  nests  &  in  turn 
adversly  affect  opportunities  for 
viewing  these  birds  (BPU:  R-1.2 
[8]).  Brush  control  &  reseeding 
is  prohibited  In  proposed  wilder- 
ness areas  &  in  areas  under 
wilderness  IMP  (BPU:  WN-1.1  thru 
1.8,  4.1,  4.2).  Vegetative  treat 
ments  of  native  range  In  VRM  Class 
II  areas  should  appear  as  natural 
openings  &  follow  existing  breaks 
in  vegetation  &  landform  (BPU: 
VRM-1.2;  KPU:  VRM-1.1,  1.2). 
Treatment  of  native  range  &  re- 
seeding will  Impact  wildlife. 
Problems  may  arise  with  forage  & 
cover  needs  of  mule  deer,  antelope 
&  sage  grouse  &  must  be  coor— 
dinated  (KPU:  W/L-3.2,  3.4,  4.4). 
Use  of  chemicals  near  riparian 
habitats  &  steep  sloped  watershed 
may  adversely  affect  aquatic 
species  &  habitat  (KPU:  W/L-aq- 
2.3). 


Multiple  Use  Recommendation 
(MFP-2) 


The  MFP-1  recommendation  is 
epted  with  the  following 
stipulations  added: 

1)  a  150  foot  buffer  around 
perennial  streams  &  riparian 
habitat  areas  is  established  in 
which  no  chemical  spraying  will  be 
used; 

2)  provide  for  sufficient  forage 
to  cover  ratio  to  meet  the  winter 
range  needs  for  mule  deer,  ante- 
lope &  sage  grouse. 


F.  Accept  the  MFP-1  recommendation 
with  the  following  stipulations 
added: 

1)  A  150  foot  buffer  zone  will  be 
established  around  perennial 
streams  &  riparian  habitat  areas 
when  chemical  spraying  is  used  to 
ensure  protection  of  areas. 

2)  Ensure  provision  of  sufficient 
forage  to  cover  ratio  to  meet 
winter  range  needs  of  mule  deer, 
antelope  &  sage  grouse. 

3)  900  acres  of  Big  Springs 
Allotment  (BPU)  will  not  receive 
brush  control  &  reseeding  as  they 
lie  within  areas  recommended  as 
suitable  for  wilderness. 

4)  Projects  will  be  designed  with 
irregular  contour  lines,  feathered 
edges  &  natural  contours. 
Drainages  &  occasional  brush  is- 
lands will  be  left  untreated  on 
sites  receiving  mechanical 
treatments. 

5)  Primitive  &  semi-primitive 
classified  areas  will  receive 
treatments  in  a  manner  to  ensure 
that  the  Landscapes  appear  natural 
to  the  casual  observer. 


Rationale  for  the  M.U- 
Recommendation 


Treatment  of  existing 
seedings  is  the  most  benefit 
clal  investment  for  improving 
desirable  forage  production. 
Livestock  will  remain  longer 
In  seeding  areas  thus  im- 
proving vigor  &  density  of 
late  spring  &  summer  range. 
The  forage  on  later  ranges 
would  mature  more  thus  improve 
both  production  &  condition. 


F.  The  selected  areas  show  the 
best  potential  for  responding 
to  vegetative  manipulation. 
Adjustments  in  vegetative 
treatments  are  made  to  incor- 
porate high  wildlife, 
fisheries,  visual,  wilderness 
&  recreation  values. 


Resource  Trade-offs 


E-  Provision  of  forage  to  cover 
ratio  for  wildlife  will  reduce  an 
indeterminable  amount  of  area  to 
be  treated.  The  overall  net 
effect  would  Improve  forage  & 
cover  to  benefit  both  livestock  & 
forage. 


F.  A  reduction  of  potentially 
treatable  areas  (approximately 
16,800  acres)  for  brush  control  & 
reseeding  will  occur.  However, 
protection  of  valuable  wildlife, 
fisheries,  visual,  wilderness  & 
recreation  areas  will  benefit  all 
users.  Beneficial  impacts  will 
occur  to  those  sites  in  poor  eco- 
logical condition  which  will 
receive  treatments.   Improved 
condition  class  will  result  as 
well  as  Increased  forage  for  both 
livestock  &  wildlife. 


Objective  #3  (Range)  -  Allocate  livestock  forage  in  each  of  the  allotments  within  limits  necessary  to  maintain  and/or  enhance  the  range  and  soils  resource. 


Forage  consumption  by  livestock  must  be  balanced  by  forage  production  in  order  to  properly  manage  the  range  resource, 
preferred  species  are  not  used  beyond  their  biological  limits  necessary  for  survival  and  reproduction. 


Proper  allocation  will  ensure  that 


Single  Use  Recommendations  (MFP-1) 

Other  MFP-1  Resource  Management 
Recommendations  which  Conflict 

Multiple  Use  Recommendation 
(MFP-2) 

Rationale   for  the  M.U. 
Recommendation 

Resource  Trade-offs 

G.    (BPU:    RM-3.1)    (KPU:    RM-2.1) 
Allocate  184,396  AUM's   for  livestock 
&  1,783  AUMs  for  wildlife.     This 
figure  reflects  -8%  average  reduc- 
tion from  active  preference  (live- 
stock). 

(ORA:    RM-2.1a)     Allocate   17,889  AUMs 
livestock  &  550  AUMs  for  wildlife. 

G.    None 

G.   Accept  MFP-1  recommendation  as 
written. 

G.  Allocation  of   forage  is 
based  on   range   production. 
The  overall  condition  of    the 
range   indicated  a  reduction  of 
8%   from  active   preference  was 
needed.      Current   BLM   policy 
requires   that    forage  allo- 
cation be  made    for  wildlife  as 
well  as  for  livestock. 

G.   The  reduction  of  allocation  in 
allotments  will   result    in  oppor- 
tunity for  range  in  poor  condition 
to  improve  &  where  treatments  are 
applied,    to   respond.      Allocation 
for  wildlife  recognizes  &  responds 
to   the  wildlife   values  &  wildlife 
management   goals   of    federal,    state 
&   sportsraens   groups   to   the   benefit 
of  all  Interests. 
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Table  2-13  (cont.) 

Objective  if  I    (Watershed)   -  Maintain  stability  of   660,000  acres  of  moderate,   high,    and  critical  erosion  hazard  classes   by   reducing  or  minimizing  wind   and   soil  erosion. 

Rationale  -  The  application  of  proper  grazing  management  could  effectively  protect  against  soil  loss.  The  maintenance  of  soil  stability  will  be  of  benefit  to  the  bureau's 
grazing,  recreation,  and  fishery  programs  as  well  as  Improving  aesthetic  values.  Achievement  of  this  objective  will  reduce  or  prevent  high  sediment  yields  and 
dissolved   solids    in  runoff  water  and   enhance   surface  water  quality    for  a  variety  of   uses. 


Single   Use   Recommendations    (MFP    1) 


H.   (WS-l.i)     Minimize  erosion  by 
maintaining  good  perennial   vegeta- 
tion cover  on  all   sites.      Perennial 
native   range   should  be  managed   to 
attain  good  ecological  range 
condition. 


I.    (WS-1.2)     Reduce  soil  erosion  by 
minimizing  all  surface  disturbance 
as   follows:      1)   Confine  use  of  wet 
soils   to  such   time   that   soil  will 
support   that  activity  without  dis- 
turbing  the   root    zone.      2)   Specific 
recommendation  to  minimize  soil  dis- 
turbance are    to  be  made   through  the 
EA  process   for  project   developments, 
land  treatments,  ORV  activities, 
roads  d  trails. 


Other  MFP-1   Resource  Management 
Recommendations  which  Conflict 


H.  Development  of  intensive  range 
improvement  projects  will  disturb 
soils  initially  during  construc- 
tion. Water  developments  for 
livestock  use  will  have  soil  dis- 
turbance &  erosion  within  1/2  mile 
of  the  water  (BPU:   RM-1.4). 


1.  Development  of  Intensive  range 
improvement  projects  will  disturb 
soils  initially  during  construc- 
tion. Water  developments  for 
livestock  use  will  have  soil  dis- 
turbance &  erosion  within  1/2  milt 
of    the  water   (BPU:    RM-1.4). 


Multiple  Use  Recommendation 
(MFP-2) 


H.   Do  not   allocate  more   than   50% 
of   total   annual   growth  of   vegeta- 
tion for  consumptive  use.     Allo- 
cate less  than  50%  when  special 
circumstances  warrant.      Good  eco- 
logical  condition  may  not   be 
achieved   through  management  or 
reseeding   but   should  be  guided    to 
seek  a  soil  surface  factor  (SSF) 
of   stable   to  moderate. 

I.  All  projects  will  consider  soil 
impacts   both  on  &  off   site. 


Rationale   for   the  M.U. 
Recommendat  ion 


H.    Utilization  of   <   50%  vege- 
tation will  help  maintain 
healthy  plants  by  allowing 
root  systems  to  become  well 
established   t>   litter   to  accu- 
mulate thereby  encouraging 
seed  germination  &  minimizing 
runoff.     Adjustments   in  vege- 
tative use  may  be  necessary  on 
slopes  greater  than  20%. 

I.   Proper  timing  of  all  ac- 
tivities with   regard   to  soil 
moisture  content  &   range   plant 
readiness  will   serve   to  mini- 
mize  soil   surface  disturbance 
&  erosion. 


Resource  Trade-offs 


H.  Maintenance  of  the  soil  base  Is 
critical  to  providing  future  vege- 
tative growth  &  range  improvement. 
Reduction  of  vegetation  use  for 
grazing  In  critical  slope  areas 
are  justified  to  protect  watershed 
&    Improve   condition. 


I.    Use  of   dertaln   rangeland  areas 
will   be  delayed   until   the   range   is 
ready   to   support    those   activities, 
this  will  help  to  maintain  or  im- 
prove range  condition  &  cover. 
Later  livestock  turnout  dates  & 
relocation  of  ORV  use   for  permit 
events  will    improve   range 
condition. 


Objective  //2  (Wildlife-terrestrial)  -  Manage  sensitive  species  habitat  to  maintain  or  increase  existing  and  potential  populations. 

Rationale  -  These  species  are  mutually  designated   by   BLM  and    Idaho  Fish  and  Game  and,   although  not   endangered   or   threatened,   are  of   concern   for   their  continued  existance. 
Further  population  or  habitat  decline  may  result   In  the  more  restrictive   listing. 


Single  Use  Recommendations  (MFP-1) 

Other  MFP-1  Resource  Management 
Recommendat  ions  which  Conflict 

Multiple  Use  Recommendation 
(MFP-2) 

Rationale    for   the  M.U. 
Recommendation 

Resource  Trade-offs 

J.   (W/L-2.1)     Manage  93,500  acres  of 
bighorn  sheep  habitat   to  provide 
adequate   food,   cover,   water  &  space 
for  400  bighorns  by  1990. 

J.   Allocation  of  all  available 
forage  be  allocated  to   livestock 
(BPU:    RM-3.1).      Extensive  develop- 
ments  for  Intensive  livestock 
management   (BPU:    RM-1.4). 

J.   Accept  as  written. 

J.    See  paragraphs  G  &  C  above. 

J.   See  paragraphs  G  &  C  above. 

Objective   //3   (Wildlife-terrestrial)   -  Manage    1,698,942  acres  of   big  game  habitat   to  obtain  good  ecological   condition. 

Rationale  -  Elk,  mule  deer  and  antelope  are  Important  big  game  species  In  the  Bruneau  Resource  Area.  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  goals/objectives  are  to  increase  deer  and  antelope 
populations  approximately  20%  by  1985.  Deer  populations  are  currently  Increasing  while  antelope  populations  are  stable.  Elk  In  limited  numbers  occur  primarily 
In  winter  in  the  far  northern  boundary  of   the  resource  area. 


Single  Use  Recommendations   (MFP-1) 


Other  MFP-1   Resource  Management 
Recommendations  which  Conflict 


Multiple  Use  Recommendation 
(MFP-2) 


Rationale   for  the  M.U. 
Recommendation 


Resource  Trade-offs 


K.    (KPU:   W/L-3.1)  Manage   2,880  acres 
of  elk  winter  &  early  spring  range 
so   there    Is   adequate   food,   cover  & 
water  for  50  elk  by  1990.     Specifi- 
cally,  allocate    forage   by  allotment, 
Implement  grazing  systems  which  re- 
cognize  physiological  requirements 
of  shrubs,  allow  livestock  to  con- 
sume  no  more   than  30%  annual   produc- 
tion of  key  shrubs,   provide  mosaic 
patterns    In   treatment   areas. 

L.    (KPU:   W/L-3.2,    BPU:    W/L-3.1) 
Manage  474,530  acres  of  mule  deer 
winter  &  early  spring  range  so  there 
is  adequate  food,  cover  &  water  for 
5,390  animals  by  1990.     Specifically 
allocate   forage,    implement  manage- 
ment  systems  which  recognize  physio- 
logical  requirements  of    shrubs,   ad- 
just   livestock   turnout  dates  on 
crucial   areas,   maintain  60/40  forage 
cover  ratios,    improve  deer  nutrition 
via   planting  of   desirable   forage. 

M.    (KPU:W/L-3.3,    BPU:    W/L-3.2,    0RA : 
W/L-l-2).     Manage  1,556,140  acres 
of  mule  deer   spring,    summer  &   fall 
range    so   there    is   adquate    food, 
cover  &  water    for  3,17  5  animals   by 
1990.      Specifically,   allocate 
forage.    Implement   management   systems 
which  recognize   physiological  re- 
quirements of   shrubs,   adjust   live- 
stock turnout   dates  on  crucial 
areas,  maintain  60/40  forage  cover 
ratios,    improve  deer  nutrition  via 
planting  of   desirable    forage   &  main- 
tain  sufficient   water    In  all  artifi- 
cial  catchments,    pipelines,    troughs 
&  springs    to  meet   big  game   needs 
from  July  15  until  Oct.   31  of  each 
year. 


K.    Allocation  of   all   available 
forage  be  allocated  to  livestock 
(KPU:    RM-3.1). 


K.   Accept  as  written- 


K.    See   paragraphs  G  &  C  above. 


K.    See   paragraphs  G  &  C  above. 


Same  as  K  above. 


L.  Accept  as  written. 


L.  See  paragraphs  G  &  C  above. 


L.  See  paragraphs  G  &  C   above. 


M.  Same  as  K  above. 


|M.  Accept  as  written. 


|M.  See  paragraphs  G  &  C  above. 


M-  See  paragraphs  G  &  C  above. 
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Table   2-13   (cont.) 


N.    Same  as  K  above.      Application 
of    land    treatments  over  1,000 
acres   (KPU:    RM-1.8,    BPU:    RM-2.2). 
Sagebrush   treatments  exceeding  30% 
canopy  cover  (KPU:   RM-1.7,   BPU: 
RM-2 . 1 ) . 


N.    Accept   recommendation  as 
written  with  exception   that 
"habitat  manipulations   exceeding 
1,000  acres  per  project  permitted 
if   through  the  EA  process,    the 
district/resource  wildlife   bio- 
logist determines   that   the   project 
will  not  adversely  impact  prong- 
horns,    &   the  design  of   the   project 
is  compatible  with  bighorn  needs. 


N.    See   paragraphs  G  &  C  above. 


N.    (KPU:    W/L-3.4,    BPU:    W/L-3.3,   0RA: 
W/L-4.1).     Manage  1,685,942  acres 
as   pronghorn  habitat   &   provide 
sufficient   forage,   water,   cover  & 
space  for  1,580  animals  by  1990. 
Specifically,    allocate   sufficient 
forage   by  allotment   &   pasture  & 
consider   the   "Guidelines    for  the 
Management   of   Pronghorn  Antelope", 
when  making  management   decisions 
that  affect  antelope.     Specific 
guidelines  state:    1)   vegetative 
manipulation  no   larger   than   1,000 
acres,    treatment  of  big  sagebrush 
exceeding  30%  &  average  height  30" 
may  be  manipulated    to    improve  vege- 
tative &  forb  composition. 

Objective  #6  (Wildlife-terrestrial)  -  Manage  all  meadows  &  riparian  habitat  to  obtain  a  maximum  diversity  of  vegetative  species   in  order  to  provide   for  a  maximum  diversity 

and  optimum  abundance  of   wildlife  species. 

Rationale  -  Riparian  and  meadow  habitats  produce  the  greatest  vegetative  diversity  and  abundance  of  any  ecological  sites. 


N.    See   paragraphs  G  &  C  above. 


Single  Use  Recommendations  (MFP-1) 


Other  MFP-1   Resource  Management 
Recommendations  which  Conflict 


Multiple  Use  Recommendation 
(MFP-2) 


Rationale    for   the  M.U. 
Recommendation 


Resource  Trade-offs 


0.    (KPU:    W/L-5.4,    BPU:    W/L-6.1) 
To  enhance  wildlife  diversity  & 
abundance,  all  riparian  habitats  & 
meadows  will  be  managed  to  attain  & 
maintain  a  good  ecological  condition 
class.     Specifics  include  desig- 
nation of  mapping  unit   7   (canyon- 
lands)   unsuitable    for    livestock 
grazing. 


0.    Same   as  K  above. 


0.    Modify   recommendation:      Desig- 
nate Mapping  Unit  7  as  unsuitable 
for  livestock  grazing  except  those 
segments  of  the  unit  which  cur- 
rently constitute  a  major  portion 
of   a  given  pasture  within  which 
they  are  located.     If  necessary, 
fence   these  areas    to  exclude    live- 
stock.    Provide  fenced  water  gaps 
where  necessary. 


0.    See  paragraphs  G  &  C  above. 


0.   See  paragraphs  G  &  C  above. 


Objective  ifl   (KPU)  //2  (BPU)   (Wildlife-aquatics) 


Improve  fisheries  habitat  to   fair  and  good  condition  by  1989  on  149  stream  miles  through  intensive  livestock  management. 
Improve  water  quality  in  18  stream  sites   to  chemical  levels  that  are  within  tolerance  levels  of  trout. 


Rationale  -  Loss  of  riparian  vegetation  adversely  affects  many  of  the  other  habitat  factors  which  provide  good  overall  production  and  stability  in  a  stream. 


Single  Use  Recommendations  (MFP-1) 


Other  MFP-1  Resource  Management 
Recommendations  which  Conflict 


Multiple  Use  Recommendation 
(MFP-2) 


Rationale  for  the  M.U. 
Recommendat  ion 


Resource  Trade-offs 


P .  Same  as  K  above . 


P. (KPU:  W/L-aq-1.2,  BPU:  W/L-aq-2.2) 
Improve  fisheries  habitat  condition 
from  poor  to  fair  &  fair  to  good 
through  intensive  livestock  manage- 
ment on  riparian  areas  of  45.5  miles 
of  stream  on  public  lands.   Specific 
intensive  management  practices  in- 
clude changes  to  present  grazing 
systems  to  rest  rotations,  deferred 
grazing  or  exclusion  in  riparian 
areas,  &  reduction  of  livestock 
stocking  rates. 

Objective  //2  (Cultural)  -  Use  all  available  means  of  physical  protection  to  help  preserve  significant  cultural  sites. 


P.  Accept  MFP-1  but,  after  the 
period  of  time  of  intensive  live- 
stock management  required  to  bring 
habitat  factors  to  an  upward  trend 
&  to  good  condition  in  3  to  5 
years,  livestock  use  may  be  made 
as  long  as  the  upward  trend  &  good 
fisheries  habitat  condition  is 
maintained. 


P.  Same  as  G  &  C  above- 


P.  Same  as  G  &  C  above. 


Under  federal  regulations,  neglect  is  regarded  as  an  adverse  effect  on  cultural  properties  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National  Register.  Responsible  federal 
agencies  must  take  an  active  role  In  preserving  and  protecting  cultural  sites  from  both  natural  and  human  sources  of  deterioration. 


Single  Use  Recommendations  (MFP-1) 

Other  MFP-1  Resource  Management 
Recommendations  which  Conflict 

Multiple  Use  Recommendation 
(MFP-2) 

Rationale  for  the  M.U. 
Recommendat  ion 

Resource  Trade-offs 

Q.  (BPU:  CRM-2.4)  Physically  ex- 
clude livestock  from  13  specific 
cultural  sites. 

Q.  Same  as  K  above. 

Q.  Exclude  livestock  from  the 
identified  site  areas.  Exclosures 
should  be  as  small  &  unobtrusive 
as  possible,  &  within  wilderness 
management  guidelines  for  3  of  the 
areas. 

Q.  These  areas  are  undergoing 
moderate  impacts  by  livestock. 
The  areas  excluded  are  not 
large  with  the  exception  of 
Pole  Ck. /Camas  Ck.  The  overall 
amount  of  forage  available  is 
outweighed  by  overall  benefits 
through  protection. 

Q.  Protection  of  cultural  sites 
won't  occur  in  these  cases  without 
without  physical  developments. 
Impact  on  grazing  programs  would 
be  minimized  as  Implementation  of 
intensive  management  programs  on 
adjacent  areas  would  absorb  lost 
forage  previously  available  on  the 
13  sites. 
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Table  2-13  (cont.) 

Objective  //l    (Recreation)   -  Provide  high  quality   recreation  opportunity  commensurate  with   present   and    future  demand.      Manage   public    lands    to   provide   varied  opportunities   for 
recreation  experiences   in  mostly  undisturbed   settings. 

Rationale  -  Various   laws,    policies  and   plans   recognize   the  Bureau's   role   in  providing  a  diversity  of   outdoor   recreation  opportunities   to  meet   current  as  well  as   future 
demands ■  ■ 


Single  Use  Recommendations   (MFP-l) 


R.  (BPU:  R-l.l[4])  Manage  six 
areas  for  primitive  recreation 
opportunities. 


Other  MFP-1  Resource  Management 
Recommendations  which  Conflict 


Multiple  Use  Recommendation 
(MFP-2) 


R.    Intensive  management    techniques 
projects,  etc.  will  be  spread 
throughout    the   resource   area.      IMP 
permit  certain  projects  which  do 
not  adversely  alter  the  possibi- 
lity  for  wilderness  consideration. 


Objective   #1    (Visual) 


R.    Intensive   management  call    for        R.    Accept   recommendation  with  R.    Bureau   policy  recognizes 

the  development  of   various  faclli-  modification-     Those  areas  identi-  the  uniqueness  of   the  public 
ties  throughout  the  resource  area     fled  as  semi-primitive  motorized,      lands  to  provide  for  primitive 
including   those  areas  with  primi-     will   be  managed   under  IMP  until  &  serai-primitive   recreation 

tive  recreation  values  (RM-1.4).       changed  by  Congress.  for  both  the  motorized  &  non 

motorized   recreating  publics 
Management   of    the   public    lands 
having   these  opportunities 
will  recognize  &  manage  for 
these   values 

Manage  all  public   lands   in  a  manner  which  will  protect  and  maintain  the  existing  visual  qualities,   provide   for  enhancement  where  consistant  with 
management  policies  and  provide   for  the  rehabilitation  of  land  which  presently  do  not  meet  the  visual  quality  standards  of  surrounding  lands. 


Rationale    for   the  M.U. 
Recommendation 


Resource  Trade-offs 


Rationale  -  Visual   resource   values,    their   recognition,    protection  and  enhancement,   are   recognized   in  various   federal   laws,    programs   and   policies. 


Single  Use  Recommendations  (MFP-1) 


S.  (VRM-1.1  through  1.5) 

Designate  &  apply  appropriate 

management  practices  which  recognize 

the  visual  values  of  the  public 

lands  in  the  following  VRM  classes: 

VRM  Class  I   -  11%  of  area 

VRM  Class  II  -  6%  of  area 

VRM  Class  III  -  33%  of  area 

VRM  Class  IV  -  33%  of  area 

VRM  Class  V   -  18%  of  area 


Other  MFP-1  Resource  Management 
Recommendations  which  Conflict 


S.  Intensive  management  practices, 
particularly  use  of  chaining, 
burning,  road  &  structures  have 
adverse  visual  impacts  on  lands 
class  I  &  II  ratings  (RM-1.4). 


Multiple  Use  Recommendation 
(MFP-2) 


S.  Modify  to  designate  proposed 
wilderness  areas  as  VRM  Class  I 
areas;  SRBOP  Natural  Area  will  be 
classified  after  a  special  rec- 
reation management  plan  is 
developed. 


Rationale  for  the  M.U. 
Recommendation 


S.  The  Visual  Resource  Manage- 
ment Program  is  a  process  to 
assist  management  in  recog- 
nizing the  aesthetics  of  the 
public  lands  &  when  projects 
are  developed,  to  reduce 
visual  impact  as  much  as 
possible. 


Resource  Trade-offs 


S.  Preserving  visual  integrity  of 
lands  with  VRM  Class  I  &  II  rating 
will  result  in  redesigning  of 
physical  projects  &  their  location 
to  maintain  the  scenic  qualities 
of  these  areas. 


Objective  //I  (Wilderness)  -  Recommend  for  wilderness  all  lands  with  wilderness  characteristics  that  can  be  effectively  managed  to  preserve  those  values. 

Rationale  -  The  resource  area  contains  areas  and  values  not  currently  represented  in  the  national  wilderness  preservation  system,  would  meet  the  projected  needs  for 
wilderness  experiences  over  the  next  40  years  and  meets  all  criteria  of  appropriate  federal  laws. 


Single  Use  Recommendations  (MFP-1) 


T.   (WN-1.1  through  1.8,  ORA:  WN-1.1) 

Recommend  to  Congress  16  Wilder- 
ness Study  Areas  comprising  447,000 
acres  as   suitable    for   wilderness. 


Other  MFP-1  Resource  Management 
Recommendations  which  Conflict 


T.   Applying  intensive  range 
management   practices    for  brush 
control  &  reseeding  (BPU:   RM-2.2). 
Development  of  livestock  facili- 
ties  (BPU:    RM-1.4). 


Multiple  Use  Recommendation 
(MFP-2) 


T.  Accept  MFP-1  recommendation  but 
with  the  following  changes: 

1)  Recommend  Owyhee  River  to  be 
a  component  of  national  wild 
&  scenic  river  system. 

2)  Adjust  boundaries  where  ne- 
cessary to   Improve  management 
capability  &   to  accomodate 
gas  utility  corridor. 

3)  Recommend   Pole  Creek  WSA  as 
unsuitable   for  wilderness  but 
designate  it  as  an  ACEC. 

4)  Reject   recommendation  for 
Bruneau  River  WSA  for  wilder- 
ness but   recommend  it  for  in- 
clusion into  national  wild  & 
scenic  river  system. 


Rationale    for   the  M.U. 
Recommendation 


T.    The  areas   recommended   as 
suitable   for  wilderness 
possess  high  quality  values 
worthy  of   protection.     Areas 
not   recommended    for  wilderness 
have  values  which  can 
adequately  be   protected 
through  other  designations. 


Resource  Trade-offs 


T.    The   application  of    intensive 
management    programs  on   lands   out- 
side WSAs    recommended   for  wilder- 
ness or  other  designations 
adequately  will  meet   the   needs   of 
other  resource  groups   using  the 
public   lands.     Approximately 
131,500  acres  of  WSAs   Is  being 
recommended   for  multiple  use  &   to 
receive    intensive  management    for 
those  uses. 
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Table   2-14 
Planning  System  Object ives/ElS  Alternative  Action  Relationship    for  Bruneau/Kuna   Planning  Units  and  Garat  and    "45"  Allotments 

(BPU-Bruneau  Planning  Unit,   KPU-Kuna  Planning  Unit) 

Objective  #1    (Range)   -  Develop  range   programs   and  management   techniques   to:      a)    increase   the  vigor,   density  and   production  of  desirable   vegetation  on  745,512  acres  of   public 
lands  within  20  years,      b)  Increase  532,855  acres  in  poor  to  fair  condition;   448,698  acres   from  fair  to  good  condition;   maintain  condition  class  of 
338,716  acres  currently  in  good  and  excellent  condition  and  maintain  and/or  improve  313,233  acres  currently  in  a  disturbed,  burned  or  seeding  condition 
within  20  years.     Maintain  condition  class  of   3,330  acres  currently  in  good  condition,     c)     Increase  total  forage  production  from  210,479  AUMs  to 
283,244  AUMs  within  a  20  year  period,     d)  Increase  livestock  use  from     202,275  AUM's  to  269,785  AUMs  within  20  years  (net  increase  67,510  AUMs   [33%]). 


Proposed  Action 

Continue  Present 
Management  (Alternative  (H) 

No  Grazing  (Alternative  //2) 

Increased  Livestock  Use 
(Alternative  //3) 

Reduced  Livestock  Use 
(Alternative  #4) 

a)  Objective  met. 

a)  Objective  not  met.   Forage  pro- 
duction would  continue  slow  decline 

a)  Objective  met. 

a)  Objective  met. 

a)  Objective  met. 

b)  Objective  not  met,  only  442,803 
acres  in  poor  condition  would 
improve  to  fair  or  better  condi- 
tion (83%  of  objective). 

b)  Objective  not  met,  condition 
classes  would  remain  relatively 
unchanged  from  present. 

b)  Objective  met- 

b)  Objective  not  met,  only 
443,503  acres  in  poor  condition 
would  improve  to  fair  or  better 
condition  (83%  of  objective). 

b)  Objective  not  met,  only  461,035 
acres  in  poor  condition  would 
improve  to  fair  or  better  condi- 
tion (87%  of  objective). 

c)  Objective  met. 

c)  Objective  not  met,  forage  pro- 
duction would  decline  to  207,696 

AUMs. 

c)  Objective  not  met  as  range 
improvements  &  treatments  would 
not  be  applied.  Forage  produc- 
tion would  be  261,737  AUMs. 

c)  Objective  met. 

c)  Objective  met. 

d)  Objective  met. 

d)  Objective  not  met,  allocation 
remains  unchanged  from  present 
preference/5  year  licensed  use. 

d)  Objective  not  met  -  no  live- 
stock grazing. 

d)  Objective  met- 

d)  Objective  not  met,  allocation 
would  be  242,949  AUMs. 

Objective  #2  (Range)  -  Over  the  next  15  to  20  years,   treat  338,483  acres  of  suitable  public  land  to  increase   forage  production  and  reduce  the  acreage  of  range   in  poor 
condition. 


Objective  met. 

Objective  not  met,  no  treatments 
proposed . 

Objective  not  met,  no  treatments 
proposed . 

Objective  met. 

Objective  met. 

Objective  #3  (Range)  -  Allocate  livestock  forage  in  each  of  the  allotments  within  limits  necessary   to  maintain  and/or  enhance  the  range  and  soils  resource. 


Proposed  Action 

Continue  Present 
Management  (Alternative  #1) 

No  Grazing  (Alternative  #2) 

Increased  Livestock  Use 
(Alternative  //3) 

Reduced  Livestock  Use 
(Alternative  #4) 

Objective  met. 

Objective  met. 

Objective  met. 

Objective  met. 

Objective  met. 

Objective  #1   (Watershed)  -  Maintain  stability  of  660,000  acres  of  moderate,  high,   and  critical  erosion  hazard  classes  by  reducing  or  minimizing  wind  and  soil  erosion. 


Objective  met. 

Objective  not  met,  soil  stability 
would  decrease  on  areas  accessible 
to  livestock. 

Objective  met. 

Objective  met. 

Objective  met. 

Objective  it2  (Wildlife-terrestrial)  -  Manage  sensitive  species  habitat   to  maintain  or  increase  existing  and  potential  populations. 


Objective  met- 


Objective  not  met,  bighorn  sheep 
habitat  would  be  reduced  &  animals 
displaced  into  Owyhee  River  system. 


Objective  met. 


Objective  not  met.  Bighorn 
sheep  habitat  severely  impacted. 


Objective  met. 


Objective  #3  (Wildlife-terrestrial)  -  Manage   1,685,942  acres  of  big  game  habitat  to  obtain  good  ecological  condition. 


Continue  Present 

Increased  Livestock  Use 

Reduced  Livestock  Use 

Proposed  Action 

Management  (Alternative  itl) 

No  Grazing  (Alternative  H2) 

(Alternative  //3) 

(Alternative  //4) 

Objective  met  for  deer  and  elk. 

Objective  not  met.  Competition  on 
range  in  poor  &  fair  condition  & 
season  of  use  conflicts  continue  as 
major  problems. 

Objective  met. 

Same  as  proposed  action. 

Objective  met. 

Objective  not  met  for  antelope. 

Objective  not  met.  Habitat  condi- 

Objective met. 

Same  as  proposed  action. 

Objective  met. 

Antelope  winter/early  spring 

tions  &  population  levels  would 

ranges  would  improve  slightly  but 

remain  static. 

remain  in  poor  range  condition. 

Objective  #6  (Wildlife-terrestrial)  -  Manage  all  meadows  &   riparian  habitat  to  obtain  a  maximum  diversity  of  vegetative  species   in  order  to  provide   for  a  maximum  diversity 

and  optimum  abundance  of  wildlife  species. 


Objective  met- 

Objective  not  met,  continued  degra- 
dation would  continue  as  riparian 
zones  would  be  accessible  to  live- 
stock. 

Objective  met- 

Objective  met.                [Objective  met. 
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lablr    2-14    Ccont . ) 


Objective   lt\    (KPU)    ill    (BPU)    (Wildlife-aquatics)   -  Improve   fisheries  habitat   to    fair  and   good  condition  by   1989  on  149   stream  miles   through   intensive    livestock  management. 

Improve  water  quality  in  18  stream  sites   to  chemical  levels  that  are  within  tolerance  levels  of  trout. 


Proposed  Action 

Continue  Present 
Management  (Alternative  #1) 

No  Grazing  (Alternative  //2) 

Increased  Livestock  Use 
(Alternative  //3) 

Reduced  Livestock  Use 
(Alternative  #4) 

Objective  met. 

Objective  not  met,  habitat  condi- 
tions to  continue  downward  as  live- 
stock accessibility  to  streams  not 
controlled.   Siltation  would  in- 
crease, cover  reduced. 

Objective  met. 

Objective  met. 

Objective  met. 

Objective  #2   (Cultural)   -  Use  all  available  means   of   physical   protection   to  help   preserve  significant   cultural  sites. 


Objective  met. 

Objective  not  met,  livestock  access 
to  cultural  resources  would  con- 
tinue &  trampling  of  sites  would 
cause  further  degradation- 

Objective  met. 

Objective  met. 

Objective  met. 

Objective   //l    (Visual)   -  Manage  all  public    lands    in  a  manner  which  will   protect   and  maintain  the  existing  visual   qualities,    provide    for  enhancement  where   conslstant  with 
management  policies  and  provide   for  the  rehabilitation  of   land  which  presently  do  not  meet  the  visual  quality  standards  of  surrounding  lands. 


Objective  met  in  most  cases. 
Projects  will  Impact  values  in 
Class  I  &  II  areas. 

Objective  not  met,  scenic  areas 
particularly  riparian,  would  con- 
tinue to  decline  in  visual  quality. 

Objective  met. 

Same  as  proposed  action.        |Same  as  proposed  action. 

Objective   III    (Recreation)   -  Provide   high  quality   recreation  opportunity   commensurate  with  present  and    future  demand.      Manage   public    Lands   to   provide   varied  opportunities   for 
recreation  experiences    in  mostly  undisturbed   settings. 


Proposed  Action 

Continue  Present 
Management  (Alternative  #1) 

No  Grazing  (Alternative  #2) 

Increased  Livestock  Use 
(Alternative  #3) 

Reduced  Livestock  Use 
(Alternative  #4) 

Objective  met. 

Objective  generally  met,  use  would 
Increase  but  quality  of  experience 
would  be  static  in  some  cases  & 
decrease  in  others. 

Objective  met. 

Objective  met. 

Objective  met. 

Objective  HI   (Wilderness)  -  Recommend  for  wilderness  all  lands  with  wilderness  characteristics  that  can  be  effectively  managed   to  preserve  those  values. 


Objective  generally  met,  impacts 
would  occur  to  areas  meeting 
wilderness  criteria  but  not  recom- 
mended as  suitable;  increased 

Objective  met. 

Objective  met- 

Objective  generally  met  but 
would  have  major  adverse  eco- 
logical impact  on  the  Big  Jacks/ 
Little  Jacks  WSA. 

Same  as 

proposed  action. 

grazing  &  project  development 
would  impact  these  areas  presently 
in  good  ecological  condition. 
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COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


All  letters  and  public  hearing  comments  were  reviewed  and  considered 
in  the  preparation  of  the  Final  EIS.  Table  3  lists  the  letters  that  were 
received  and  the  individuals  who  gave  oral  testimony  at  the  public 
hearing . 

Although  all  public  input  will  be  considered  when  management 
decisions  for  the  Bruneau-Kuna  Area  are  made,  only  comments  that 
presented  new  data,  questioned  the  adequacy  of  the  impact  analysis  or 
raised  questions  or  issues  bearing  directly  upon  the  Draft  EIS  were 
responded  to  in  this  Final  EIS.  The  Text  Change  section  indicates  how 
the  Draft  EIS  was  changed,  where  necessary,  to  respond  to  these  comments. 

Response  to  Letters 

All  individuals  or  groups  that  submitted  comment  letters  on  the  Draft 
EIS  are  listed  in  Table  3.  However,  only  the  numbered  letters  in  Table  3 
are  reproduced  in  the  Final  EIS.  Each  substantive  comment  has  also  been 
numbered.  The  BLM  response  folows  each  letter  and  is  numbered  to 
correspond  with  the  appropriate  comment  found  in  the  letter.  The  letters 
not  numbered  in  Table  1  (see  list  following  letter  no.  3  and  letter  no. 
36)  raise  the  same  issues  as  the  numbered  letter  immediately  preceding 
them  and  therefore  are  not  reprinted.  See  notes  in  Table  3  for  further 
explanation. 

Response  to  Public  Hearing  Testimony 

All  individuals  who  testified  are  listed  in  Table  3.  Those 
individuals  who  presented  testimony  that  we  responded  to  have  also  been 
numbered.  Because  of  the  length  of  testimony,  only  that  portion  of  the 
testimony  responded  to  is  printed.  Each  comment  is  numbered  with  the 
response  to  the  comment  immediately  following  it.  Some  individuals 
submitted  letters  and  also  testified  at  the  public  hearings.  Where  this 
was  the  case  and  where  their  comments  were  the  same,  we  have  responded  to 
the  comments  in  the  letter.  If  their  comments  contained  different 
points,  we  have  responded  to  both  the  letter  and  the  public  hearing 
testimony. 
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Table  3 
Comments  on  Draft  EIS 


Comment  Letters 
No.     Person(s) 

1  Lee  W.  Stokes 

2  Charlotte  Evans 

3  H.S.  Hilbert 


Representing 

Idaho  Dept.  of  Health  &  Welfare 

Self 

Idaho  State  Univ.  Outdoor  Program 


Note:   The  issues  identified  in  letters  No.  2  and  No.  3  above 

are  representative  of  the  issues  raised  in  the  51  letters 
submitted  by  the  following  individuals.   While  these 
letters  have  not  been  reprinted  in  the  Final  EIS,  the 
pertinent  issues  have  been  considered  and  addressed  in 
the  responses  made  to  letters  No.  2  and  No.  3.    The 
statement  located  in  the  upper  right  hand  corner  of  page 
46  summarizes  the  contents  of  these  letters. 


Craig  J.  Gehrke 

Martin  J.  Gabica 

Robert  N.  Jones 

H.S.  Hilbert  (2  letters) 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  Steven  G.  Hall 

(3  letters) 
Bruce  M.  Hayse 
James  Johnston 
Nancy  Richards 
Fred  W.  Rabe 
James  P.  Little 
Jerry  Jayne 

B.  Arline  Rutledge  (3  letters) 
Scott  Ploger 
Tom  Mayson 
J.  L.  Wyatt 
John  Swanson 
Mary  Knapp 
David  H.  Stewart 
Jeffrey  Cook 
Margaret  J.  Pratt 
Stephen  G.  Parise 
Ed  Wardwell 
Robert  M.  Tyler,  Jr. 
Norma  &  Herbert  Pember 
Jan  Boles 
Chet  Hawker 
Deanna  Smith 
Susie  Stafford 
Michael  W.  Baldwin 
Tommy  Vanderberg 
Joe  Ultican 
Gretchen  Coaley 


Self 

Self 

Self 

Idaho  State  Univ.  Outdoor  Program 

Selves 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Selves 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 
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Table  3  (cont.) 
Comments  on  Draft  EIS 


Comment  Letters 


No, 


23 


24 
25 


Person(s) 

Dennis  Reese 
Christie  Calvert 
Susanne  Vader 
Dorian  Duffin 
Ernie  Day 
Dennis  Baird 
Larry  C.  Ashcraft 
Dorothy  Christensen  & 

Linda  Milam 
Tom  &  Ellen  Glaccura 
Pauline  Plaza 
Michael  Beaty 
Steve  Jakubowics 
Robert  Minter 
Bob  Krumm 
R.T.  Nahas 
John  Sparbel  &  Pamela  Wilcox 

L.A.  Mehrhoff 

Neil  Rimbey 


Representing 


8 

Bill  Tindall 

9 

Bill  Laurance 

10 

Amos  I.  Garrison 

11 

Alan  R.  Hausrath 

12 

J.  Less  Guthrie 

13 

Richard  K.  Griswold 

14 

James  F.  Devine 

15 

Donald  L.  Davis 

Ernie  Bahem 

James  Purdom 

16 

Bruce  Bowler 

17 

Peter  A.  Bowler 

18 

Daniel  A.  Poole 

19 

Richard  L.  Winters 

20 

Enid  I.  Hooban 

21 

William  R.  Meiners 

Johanna  H.  Wald 

22 

L.A.  Mehrhoff 

Vern  Emerry 
Bill  Gratton 
Marie  Schreiner 
Jerry  M.  Conley 
Gene  Tindall 


Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

League  of  Women  Voters  of  Idaho 

Selves 

National  Audubon  Society 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Nevada  State  Clearinghouse-Nevada 

Div.  of  Conservation  Districts 
Area  Office  -  Idaho  &  Nevada 

Fish  &  Wildlife  Service,  USDI 
Extension  Range  Economist, 

Univ.  of  Idaho 
Self 

BSU  Conservation  Group 
Soil  Conservation  Service,  USDA 
Idaho  Environmental  Council 
Big  Springs  Ranch 
Forest  Service,  USDA 
Geological  Survey,  USDI 
Owyhee  County  Commissioners 


Self 

Self 

Wildlife  Management  Institute 

National  Park  Service,  USDI 

Self 

Idaho  Wildlife  Federation 

Area  Office   Idaho  &  Nevada 

Fish  &  Wildlife  Service,  USDI 
Ada  County  Commissioners 


Idaho  Dept.  of  Fish  &  Game 
Owyhee  Cattlemen's  Association 
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Table  3  (cont.) 
Comments  on  Draft  EIS 


Comment  Letters 


No.  Person(s) 


26 


Don  A.    Olowinski 


27 

Russell  W.  Heughins 

28 

Theordore  S.  Weigold 

29 

B.J.  Graves 

30 

Marjorie  G.  Hayes 

31 

William  S.  Hayes 

32 

Charles  C.  Yoder 

33 

Helen  Langworthy 

34 

J.  Casey  Meredith 

35 

Tim  Kesinger  &  Valerie  Ryan 

36 

Tim  Evans 

Representing 

Natural  Resources  Division  - 
Office  of  the  Idaho  Attorney 
General 

District  3,  Idaho  Wildlife 
Federation 

Self 

Humboldt  National  Forest 

Self 

Self 

Sierra  Club  -  Middle  Snake  Group 

Self 

Self 

Selves 

Self 


Note:   Letter  No.  36  is  representative  of  the  same  issues 

identified  by  the  following  3  individuals.   Only  letter 
No.  36  has  been  represented  but  the  responses  by  BLM 
apply  to  all  four  letters. 


Rick  Johnson 
Lisa  K.  Miller 
John  Fankhouser 

37  Bruce  R.  Boccard 

38  Dan  Grzenia 

39  Randall  E.  Morris 

40  John  R.  Spencer 

41  Thomas  J.  Green 

42  Tom  Olson 


Self 

Self 

Self 

Committee  for  Idaho's  High  Desert 

Committee  for  Idaho's  High  Desert 

Self 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection 

Agency 
Idaho  State  Historical  Society 
Idaho  Cattle  Feeders  Association, 

Inc. 


Hearing  Speakers 


Grand  View,  Idaho  -  June  29,  1982 


43  Frank  Bachman 

44  Randall  Morris 
4  5  Daryl  Keck 

46  Bob  Collett 

47  Gene  Davis 

48  Don  Davis 

49  Guy  Coyler 

50  Rayola  Jacobson 


Battle  Creek  &  Northwest 

Allotment  Permittees 
Self 

Glenns  Ferry  Grazing  Assoc. 
Castle  Creek  Allotment 
Self;  Bruneau  Cattle  Co. 
Self;  Owyhee  County  Commissioners 
Coyler  Cattle  Co. 
Idaho  Farm  Bureau 
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Table  3  (cont.) 
Comments  on  Draft  EIS 


Hearing  Speakers 


No. 

Person(s) 

51 

Alan  Hausrath 

52 

Ray  Blair 

53 

Gene  Davis 

54 

Russel  Heughins 

55 

Eric  Davis 

56 

Bill  Laurance 

57 

David  Lahtinen 

58 

Chet  Sellman 

59 

Tom  Blessinger 

60 

Rayloa  Jacobson 

Boise,  Idaho  -  July  1,  1982 


Representing 


Idaho  Environmental  Council 
Glenns  Ferry  Grazing  Assoc. 
Self;  Bruneau  Cattle  Co. 
District  3,  Idaho  Wildlife 

Federation 
Owyhee  Cattlemen's  Assoc. 
BSU  Conservation  Group 
Self 
Self 
Self 
Idaho  Farm  Bureau 


Testimony  was  also  received  from  the  people  listed  below.  Response 
to  their  comments  have  either  been  made  from  their  letters  submitted  and 
listed  above  or  not  made  as  their  issues  or  comments  were  addressed  by 
previous  individuals  and  responded  to.  However,  all  comments  received  at 
the  public  heariings  are  on  record  and  have  been  considered  in 
preparation  of  the  Final  EIS. 

Grand  View,  Idaho  Hearing,  June  29,  1982 

Person  Representing 


Frank  Davis 
Lloyd  Knight 


Self 
Self 


Boise,  Idaho  Hearing,  July  1,  1982 


Bob  Collett 
Bruce  Boccard 
Bill  Meiners 

Ted  Weigold 
Tom  Olson  (see 
Chris  Yoder 
Frank  Bachman 

Don  Davis 
Guy  Coyler 
Zane  Block 


Letter  No.  40) 


Idaho  Cattlemen's  Assoc. 
Committee  for  Idaho's  High  Desert 
Natural  Resources  Defense  Council 

&  the  Idaho  Wildlife  Federation 
Self 

Idaho  Cattle  Feeders  Assoc. 
Sierra  Club  -  Middle  Snake  Group 
Battle  Creek  &  Northwest 

Allotment  Permittees 
Self;  Owyhee  County  Commissioners 
Colyer  Cattle  Co. 
Self 
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STATE  OiF  IDAHO 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH 
AND   WELFARE 


DIVISION  OF  ENVIRONMENT 


May  25,    1982 


Martin  J.   Zimmer,   District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Bruneau-Kuna  Grazing  EIS 
Boise  District  Office 
1Q4R  npvplonmpnt  Avenue 
Boise,    ID     83705 

Dear  Mr.   Zimmer: 

The   Idaho  Department  of  Health  and  Welfare  -   Division  of  Environment  has 
received  the  Bruneau-Kuna  Grazing  draft  EIS  and  wishes   to  submit  the   following 

comments . 


The  Bureau  received  53  letters  containing  similar  comments  on  the 
draft  EIS.  All  of  these  letters  have  not  been  reproduced  in  the  final 
EIS  because  of  the  similarity  of  their  contents.  Forty-seven  of  the 
letters  expressed  opposition  to  the  construction  of  a  water  pipeline  on 
the  Big  Jacks  -  Little  Jacks  Creek  plateau;  31  said  they  favored 
selection  of  alternative  4;  28  objected  to  the  proposed  action's  forage 
allocation,  saying  too  little  was  allocated  to  wildlife;  24  suggested 
that  we  complete  the  range  Improvement  projects  on  Wickney  Tree  Dome  In 
place  of  the  pipeline  into  the  Big  Jacks  -  Little  Jacks  Creek  plateau;  27 
stated  that  a  benefit/cost  analysis  should  be  completed  on  the  pipeline; 
25  said  that  a  separate  EIS  should  be  done  on  the  pipeline  and  30 
addressed  the  wilderness  suitability  recommendations  for  the  Bruneau 
Resource  Area.  The  following  two  letters  (No.  2  and  3)  are  a 
representative  sample  of  these  points. 


1}  It  is  our  understanding  that  water  quality  and  fisheries  habitat  will 

improve  under  the  proposed  action  as  described  on  pages  4-9  through  4-15. 

2)  Intensive  livestock  management  and  livestock  exclusion  measures  should 
decrease  sediment  production  and  improve  the  temperature  regime  for  trout. 

The  Division,  therefore,  concurs  with  the  selected  alternative.  Thank  you  for 
the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  draft  EIS. 


lee  W.  Stokes,  Ph.D 
Administrator 


cc:  Lisa  Corbyn  -  EPA,  Region  X 
EPA  -  Idaho  Operations  Office 


2.1 


EQUAL  OPPORTUNITY  EMPLOYER 


8951  Wichita  *■* 
Boise,  ID  83709 
July  15,  1982 


2.1 


Mr.  Martin  Zimmer, 
District  Manager 
Boise  District  BLM 
3948  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  Idaho   83705 


Dear  Mr .  Z immer : 

I  would  like  to  make  the  following  comments  on  the  Draft  Bruneau 
Kuna  Grazing  EIS . 

1.   I  am  strongly  opposed  to  the  construction  of  any  pipeline  on 
the  Big  Jacks-Little  Jacks  Creek  plateau.   The  pipeline  will  have  an 
adverse  impact  on  bighorn  sheep;  it  will  destroy  some  of  the  last 
remnants  of  desert  grasslands  in  good  ecological  condition;  and  it 
will  have  an  adverse  impact  on  mule  deer  and  other  wildlife. 

The  final  EIS  should  include,  at  a  minimum,  the  following :   a 
detailed  cost-benefit  analysis  of  the  pipeline;  a  detailed  cost- 
benefit  analysis  of  several  alternatives  to  the  pipeline,  such  as 
range  improvements  on  Wickney  Tree  dome;  a  detailed  analysis  of  the 
impacts  of  the  pipe  line  on  mule  deer,  antelope ,  sage  grouse ,  bobcat , 
mountain  quail,  and  any  other  sensitive  wildlife  species;  an 
assessment  of  the  impacts  of  the  pipeline  on  the  Idaho  Fish  and  Game 
proposal  to  reintroduce  bighorn  into  Big  Jacks  Creek;  an  assessment 
of  the  pipeline  impacts  on  the  ecology  of  the  grassland;  and  a 
detailed  description  of  how  the  decision  to  build  the  pipeline  was 
made,  especially  in  light  of  the  overwhelming  public  oppos  it  ion  to 
the  project.   I  urge  you  to  do  a  complete,  separate  EIS  on  the  pipe- 
line  before  granting  any  approval  to  the  project, 
o  -jl      2.   I  think  the  BLM  allocation  of  1%  of  the  competitive  forage 
^■0|to  wildlife  is  far  too  low,  and  not  in  line  with  the  BLM's  legal 

mandate  of  multiple  use  manegement  of  the  public  lands.   This  allo- 
cation is  lower  than  the  2.5%  mentioned  in  the  Owyhee  Wilderness  EIS 
for  that  area;  the  Bruneau  should  allocate  at  least  this  much  forage 
to  wildlife.   More  unallocated  forage  should  be  included  in  the  pre- 
ferred alternative-we  should  not  be  forced  to  give  up  all  the  of  the 
llast  good-quality  grasslands  to  a  single  use.   The  final  EIS  should 
2,/j  [include  more  documentation  of  the  effects  of  the  Proposed  Action  on 
Imule  deer,  antelope,  sage  grouse,  and  other  wildlife  species,  as  well 
as  on  the  ecological  cond ition  of  the  lightly  used,  good- qua  1 ity 
areas  proposed  for  grazing.   Because  of  the  beneficial  impacts  on 
wildlife  (while  still  allowing  almost  as  many  cattle  as  the  Proposed 
Action)  I  urge  BLM  to  adopt  alternative  4,  the  Reduced  Livestock  Use 
al terna t i  ve. 

3.   I  support  the  BLM  Wilderness  recommendations  for  the  Owyheee 
■River  and  the  other  areas,  but  would  like  to  see  BLM  include  more  of 
'the  Bruneau  Plateau,  Big  and  Little  Jacks  Creeks,  and  other  port  ions 
of  the  WSAs. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportun ity  to  comment . 


2.5 


S  incerely , 


■■    <     .1     .  {  "   ■        ■ 
Charlotte  Evans 


sponse  to  Letter  No.  2 


A  benefit/cost  analysis  for  the  Jacks  Creek  pipeline  will  be 
completed  when  allotment  management  plans  are  prepared  for  the 
Battle  Creek  and  Northwest  Allotments.  The  analysis  will  be  done 
on  an  allotment  basis  and  will  consider  all  improvements  planned 
for  these  allotments  and  their  benefits  and  costs.  The  analysis 
will  be  done  at  this  level  because  the  pipeline  and  other  projects 
will  affect  the  type  and  design  of  grazing  systems  and  grazing 
management  that  will  be  implemented  over  the  entire  allotment. 

A  detailed  analysis  of  the  Jacks  Creek  pipeline  has  been  completed 
for  this  EIS.  Where  impacts  of  the  pipeline  were  judged  to  be 
significant,  they  have  been  documented  throughout  the  individual 
resource  sections  In  the  environmental  consequences  chapters.  In 
places,  the  impacts  of  the  Jacks  Creek  pipeline  are  included  in 
the  documentation  of  impacts  from  either  "water  development'  In 
general  or  from  "pipelines"  in  general.  Where  the  impacts  of  the 
Jacks  Creek  pipeline  were  different  than  those  documented  for 
these  broader  classifications  the  impacts  were  documented 
specifically  as  affected  by  the  Jacks  Creek  pipeline.  Because  the 
analysis  is  spread  throughout  the  document  the  following 
consolidation  of  Impacts  for  the  19  mile  pipeline  is  provided. 

Vegetation  -  Development  of  the  pipeline  would  aid  in  reducing 
the  livestock  pressures  on  unfenced  riparian  areas. 

Structural  developments  would  improve  livestock 
distribution  and  utilization  patterns. 

The  pipeline  would  be  make  available  for  livestock  grazing 
2,332  AUMs  of  forage  which  Is  currently  being  produced  but  is 
unusable  by  livestock  because  of  lack  of  water. 

Wildlife  -  Introduction  of  the  pipeline  would  have  little 
effect  on  wildlife  populations,  other  than  those  mentioned  for 
bighorn  in  the  Draft  EIS.  This  assessment  of  the  impact  of 
the  pipeline  on  wildlife  is  based  on  the  range  prediction  that 
the  present  range  condition  class  would  not  decline.  It  is 
recognized  though  that  localized  areas  around  water  troughs 
would  be  trampled  and  heavily  utilized  by  livestock. 

-  Bighorn  Sheep:  Approximately  two  to  three  square  miles  of 
bighorn  habitat  east  of  Rattlesnake  Creek  would  be  available 
for  11  ve  stock  use.  Five  to  10  bighorn  sheep  may  be 
displaced  by  this  use.  The  pipeline  would  not  affect 
potential  bighorn  sheep  habitat  on  Big  Jacks  Creek. 


Sage  Grouse: 
of  water  and 


The  pipeline  would  provide  additional  sour 
Improve  grouse  distribution. 
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Visual  Resources  -  Portions  of  the  pipeline  would  fall  within 
VRM  Class  II,  III  and  IV  areas.  Visual  Impacts  would  normally 
exceed  the  desired  constrast  rating  on  Class  II  and  III  areas. 
(Special  mlt  tgation  measures  would  need  to  be  applied . )  The 
Jacks  Creek  pipeline  may  displace  a  portion  of  the  bighorn 
sheep  herd  which  is  a  valuable  scenic  asset  to  the  area- 

Wilderness  -  Areas  within  two  miles  of  the  pipeline  would  be 
subject  to  Increased  livestock  use.  The  condition  or  areas 
Immediately  adjacent  to  water  sources  would  decline. 

Physical  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  pipeline  would 
not  significantly  impact  apparent  naturalness,  opportunities 
for  solitude,  or  primitive  recreation  within  the  adjacent 
WSAs.  Increased  livestock  grazing,  however,  would  have 
significant  Impacts  on  the  ecological  values  of  7,200  acres 
within  Big  Jacks  and  Little  Jacks  proposed  wilderness  areas. 
These  areas  are  In  good  range  condition  and  lie  within  two 
miles  of  the  proposed  pipeline.  They  are  presently  lightly 
grazed  and  would  be  subject  to  Increased  grazing  pressure 
following  completion  of  the  pipeline.  Specific  impacts  would 
be  similar  to  those  listed  under  vegetation  allocation  (page 
4-15)  with  severity  of  impacts  dependent  on  distances  from  the 
pipeline . 

Standard  Bureau  environmental  assessment  procedures  would 
be  followed  prior  to  development.  If  significant  Impacts  are 
identified  that  are  not  addressed  in  this  document  a  seperate 
EIS  would  be  prepared. 

The  forage  allocation  to  wildlife  is  sufficient  to  satisfy  the 
1990  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  population  goals.  As  additional 
vegetation  becomes  available,  wildlife  forage  allocations  would  be 
Increased.  A  20-30%  Increase  is  expected  by  the  end  of  the  20 
year  period.  The  revised  description  of  the  proposed  action 
expands  the  discussion  of  the  forage  allocation  procedures. 

The  documentation  of  impacts  in  the  draft  EIS  was  evaluated  to 
determine  if  there  were  any  additional  Impacts  that  were  not 
documented.  The  description  of  impacts  on  unfenced  riparian  areas 
(see  text  change  section)  has  been  expanded.  Ue  did  not  Identify 
any  other  impacts  that  were  not  documented. 

The  wilderness  suitability  recommendations  for  USAs  are  included 
In  this  EIS  because  of  the  constraints  that  would  be  placed  on  the 
livestock  grazing  program  if  they  were  designated  as  wilderness. 
The  wilderness  suitability  recommendations  and  various 
alternatives  will  be  fully  addressed  In  the  Wilderness  EIS  which 
is  scheduled  to  begin  in  October,  1982.  All  areas  will  be  managed 
under  the  Wilderness  Interim  Management  Policy  until  released  from 
the  wilderness  review  process. 
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STUDENT  UNION 

IDAHO  STATE  UNIVERSITY 
Pocatello,  Idaho 

83209 

June  30,    1982 


3.1 
3.2 


Mr.  Martin  J.  Zimmer,  Dist.  Mgr. 
Boise,  BLM 

3948  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  ID   83705 

Dear  Mr.  Zimmer: 

I  am  writing  to  express  my  opposition  to  any  pipeline 
construction  on  the  Big  Jacks-Little  Jacks  Plateau.   I  urge 
the  BLM  to  return  to  its  original  proposal  for  range 
improvements  on  Wickney  Tree  Dome  to  supply  the  cattle  forage 
the  pipeline  would  provide.  Also,  I  want  the  BLM  to  do  a 
detailed  economic  analysis  of  the  project,  including  a 

n  this  analysis  must  be 


benefit-cost  analysis.   Included 

the  economic  value  of  bighorn  sheep  (as  a  trophy  species), 
both  for  the  animals  which  would  be  eliminated  and  the 
value  of  the  bighorn  potential  forgone  in  the  Big  Jacks 
O  Ol  Creek  area.   Finally,  your  agency  must  do  an  environmental 
J  J  I  impact  statement  before  the  BLM  grants  approval  of  such 

a  project.   Is  it  true  that  this  pipeline  proposal  will  be 
"iij\    for  the  benefit  of  two  ranchers?  Smells  like  a  porkbarrel 


for    the   bene 
to  me. 


Cuii  Stop  Please  notify  me  of  any  action  affecting  this   region. 

235  3261  Thank  you. 
.M.GM.  Sincerely, 

236  2045 


V 


bincereiy,  i 

H.   S.  Hilbert,  Director 
ISU  Outdoor  Program 


Response  to  Letter  No.  3 

3.1  The  Bureau  never  proposed  to  develop  livestock  forage  on  Ulckney 
Tree  Dome  to  supply  forage  the  pipeline  would  provide.  This  area 
has  been  Identified  as  being  potentially  suitable  for  brush 
control  projects.  However,  because  the  majority  of  this  area  Is 
comprised  of  a  low  sagebrush  range  site  with  relatively  low  site 
productivity,  treatment  of  this  area  would  not  provide  as  much 
forage  aa  the  Jacks  Creek  plateau  area. 

3.2  See  Response  No.  2.1. 

3.3  See  Response  No.  2.2. 

3.4  Development  of  the  pipeline  would  benefit  two  allotments, 
Northwest  and  Battle  Creek,  not  two  operators.  There  are  five 
operators  in  the  Northwest  Allotment  and  seven  operators  In  the 
Battle  Creek  Allotment. 


R.T.  NAHAS  COMPANY      rf-« 

REAL    ESTATE    DEVELOPERS    AND    INVESTORS 


HI 


20630      PATIO      DRIVE 

CASTRO    VALLEY.    CALIFORNIA     94346 

TELEPHONE  (*    IS)       5)8-9600 

June    10,    1982 


Mr.  Martin  J.  Zimmer 
District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
394  8  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  Idaho   83705 

Dear  Martin : 

I  am  not  satisfied  with  the  EIS  statement  for  the  Bruneau- 
Kuna  grazing  area.   I  think  that  the  land  classifications 
are  too  arbitrary  and  were  the  result  of  a  survey  made  by 
individuals  who  were  not  familiar  with  the  local  soil  and 
climatic  conditions.   If  a  survey  were  to  be  made  now,  the 
results  would  be  quite  different  because  of  the  excellent 
rainfall  that  we  experienced  last  year.   I  am  very  anxious 
to  participate  in  a  coordinated  effort  to  improve  the  range 
lands,  but  I  have  very  little  confidence  in  the  environmental 
impact  statement  as  presented. 


Cordially, 


R.  T.  Nahas 


RTN : rb 

cc :  Tom  Blessinger 
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Response  to  Letter  No. 


The  vegetation  inventory  conducted  In  1979,  1980,  and  198 L 
followed  established  BLM  Inventory  procedures.  The  vegetation 
sampling  was  done  In  conjunction  with  a  soils  inventory  of  the 
area.  Where  possible,  the  vegetat  ive  product  Ion  estimates  were 
adjusted  to  represent  the  amount  of  forage  that  would  be  present 
on  a  year  withnormal  temperatures  and  precipitation  levels.  The 
management  based  on  this  data  will  be  adjusted  as  found 
appropriate  through  the,  monitoring  program  that  would  be 
Implemented. 


GOVERNOR  S   OFFICE   C 
CARSON    CM 


'LANNING   COORDlf 
NEVADA      89710 


June  15,    1982 


Mr.    Martin  J .    Zimmer 
District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Bruneau-Kuna  Grazing  EIS 
3948  Development  Avenue 
Boise,    Idaho     83705 

RE:    5A1   NV#  82300058       Project:   Draft  -   Bruneau-Kuna  Grazing  EIS 

Dear  Mr.   Zimmer: 

Attached  is   the  comment   from  the  following  affected  State  Agency:     Conservation 
District  concerning  the   above   referenced  project. 

This  comment  constitutes   the   State  Clearinghouse   review  of   this  proposal.     Please 
address   this  comment  or  concern  in   the  final    decision. 


Sincerely 


*J/ 


John  Wm.   Sparbel 

State  Planning  Coordinator 


JWS/sl 
Enclosure 


NEVADA  STATE  CLEARINGHOUSE  REVIEW  FORM 


§3 Conservation  &  Natural  Resources 

"Human  Resources 
^Wildlife 
D  Budget 

D  Historic  Preservation  &  Archeology 
2kAgriculture 

D  Community  Services  Agency 
Q  Commerce 


DPublic  Service  Comrjiissign 

FROM. '  *gi|| HIJI, 'State  Planning  Coordinato 


DEmploymeni  Security  Department 

D  Energy 

□  Low  Enforcomei 

DTaxanon 

D  Equal  Rights  Commission 

D  Economic  Development 

DGOPC   - 

□ 

O 

D  


5-^7-tK=X 


_&A3ooo5l£ 


fUrd.-f  -  llMt(  }\u€iU  -kLLUf^K- 


( 


Attached  tor  review  and  comment  is  a  copy  ot  the  aforementioned  pro1 
1 1      the  program's  effect  on  your  plans  and  programs 


ll&Ct     l'l.h. 


BJXS 


\SL  evaluate  it  with  respect  to 


2)  the  importance  of  its  contribution  to  State  and/or  Arcawide  goals  and  objectives 

3)  its  accord  with  any  applicable  law,  order  or  regulation  with  winch  you  are  familiar 

4)  additional  considerations 


PLEASE  submit  your  comments  to  this  office  NO  LATER  THAN 
box  below  and  returning  (he  form  to  this  office  Please  do  so  even 
thai  we  may  complete  our  processing. 


if  you  have    ■ 


by  checking  the  appropriate 
ncnt  on  this  particular  project  so 


THIS  SECTION  TO  BE  COMPLETED  BY  REVIEWING  AGENCY   I  Conservation   Districts 


□  No  comment  on  this  project 

D  Proposal  supported  as  wntien  (see  below! 

D  Additional  information  (see  below) 


D Conference  desired  (see  below) 

O  Conditional  support  (outlined  below) 

DDisapprovcil/dunidl  of  funding  {must  specify  reason  below) 


Commenis    (use  additional  sheets  if  neee    ■■•  ■ 

The  Nevada  Division  of  Conservation  District 
Grazing  EIS.  While  it  includes  only  a  very  small 
substantially  since  Nevada  livestock  operators  do 
We   are    not    familiar    enough  with   conditions    i 


proposed  or  on  its  impacts.  However,  the 
alternative  are  acceptable  to  this  office 
the   best    alternative. 

This  office   is  pleased    to   see   here   a 
program    (p.    2-14,    15).      We   hope,    however. 


predates    the   opportunity    to    review    this 
t  ion   of   Nevada,    it   will    impact    the   state 

cattle    in    this    area    of    Idaho, 
is    area    to    comment    on    the    specific    a    tion 


ethodology    and    the    general    direction   of    the    pr< 
We  would    agree    that    the    proposed    action  would 


f  err<- 


commitment  to  implementation  through  a  monitoring 
that  the  BLM  will  be  prepared  to  show  some  flexibili  : 
on  the  Implementation  time  schedule.   With  the  low  precipitation  in  this  area,  and  the  great 

ariability  of  precipitation  amounts  from  year  to  year,  there  may  be  no  visible  response  to 
range  improvement  programs  within  five  years,  especially  if  those  five  years  are  unusually  dry 

The  Grazing  EIS's  recently  released  in  Nevada  include  a  commitment  to  implementation 
through  Coordinated  Resource  Management  and  Planning.   Since  Idaho  also  has  a  state  CRMP  memo- 
randum of  understanding  and  has  done  CRM  planning,  it  would  be  desirable  for  this  EIS  to  con- 
tain a  similar  commitment.   For  example,  the  following  quotation  is  from  the  Sonoma-Cerlach 
Grazing  EIS:   "Many  of  these  issues  will  be  resolved  at  the  MFP  III  stage  and/or  during  the 
implementation  stage  at  which  time  all  interested  groups  and  individuals  will  be  offered  the 
opportunity  to  join  with  the  Bureau  in  resolving  these  and  other  issues  through  Coordinated 
Resource  Management  and  Planning."   (P.  iii) 


Response  to  Letter  No.  5 


Coordinated  resource  management  planning  will  be  implemented  as 
outli  ned  in  the  current  Memorandum  of  UnderBtandi  ng  between  the 
State  of  Idaho,  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  and  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Interior. 


p.- .-;,',  i),n.lu„ 

Pamela  B.  Wilcox 


Adm inls t ratlve  Officer 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 


AREA  OFFICE  -  IDAHO  AND  NEVADA 
4620  OVERLAND  ROAD    ROOM  ?38 

BOISE  IDAHO  83705 
FTS  554-1960'COMM  208/33*1960 


DATE:  June  18,  1982 

TO:  District  Manager,  BLM,  Boise,  ID 

FROM:  Area  Manager,  FWS,  Idaho/Nevada  Area,  Boise,  ID 

SUBJECT:  Draft  Bruneau-Kuna  Grazing  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 


6 


If  you  have  any  questions  please  contact  our  botanist  Bob  Parenti  (208)  334-1816. 
Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  your  EIS. 


hrhoff      L>   V 


cc:  RO,  Portland,  OR  (AFA-SE) 
IDFG,  Headquarters 
IDFG,  Region  4 
FWS/OES,  Washington,  D.C.  (EC  82/11) 


/  |  I  We  have  reviewed  the  subject  EIS.  Our  only  comments  at  this  time  are  on  the 
"eM  |  threatened  or  endangered  plant  species  discussed  in  your  EIS. 

The  following  plants  are  included  in  the  December  15,  1980,  Federal  Register: 

Idaho 

Astragalus  camptopus 
Astragal  us  mulfordiae 
Astragalus  yoder  -  williamsii 
Erigeron  latus 
Lepidium  davisii 

Oregon  &  Nevada 

Hacklia  ophiobia 

The  following  plants  are  not  in  the  Federal  Register: 

Astragalus  atratus  var.  owyheenis.  Erioqonum  ochrocephalum  var.  nov. 

The  above  two  plants  have  been  recommended  by  the  Idaho  Plant  Committee  to  be  placed 
on  the  Federal  watch  list. 

The  following  plants  were  considered  for  Federal . 1 isting  but  rejected: 

Peteria  thompsonae 

Primula  cusickii  (I  believe  this  should  be  cusickiana). 

Species  on  Idaho's  State  watch  list: 

Lupinus  uncialis 

Plants  considered  for  Idaho  State  listing  but  rejected: 

Astragalus  iodanthus  var.  vipereous 


Response  to  Letter  No.  6 


6.1    The  text  has  been  changed  to  reflect  your  Information.   See  text 
change  section. 


7.1 


1.2 


7.3 
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COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  SERVICbW 

University  of  Idaho  § 


College  ot  Agriculture 

In  Cooperation  with  the 

US   Department  of  Agriculture 

SW  Idaho  R/E  Center 
Route  8,  Box  8478 
Caldwell,  ID  83605 
(208)  459-6365 
July  2,  1982 

Mr.  Martin  J.  Zimmer 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Bruneau-Kuna  Grazing  EIS 

Boise  District  Office 

3948  Development  Way 

Boise,  ID  83705 

Dear  Mr.  Zimmer: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Bruneau-Kuna  Grazing 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  Draft.  I  would  like  to  commend  you  and 
your  staff  for  your  efforts  in  producing  this  document.  It  appears  to 
be  very  complete  and  readable. 

I  would  like  to  offer  several  comments  concerning  the  economic  analysis 
in  the  document  and  several  inconsistencies  that  I  discovered.  First, 
the  economic  analysis  is  very   complete  and  thorough.  The  budgets  which 
appear  in  Appendix  Tables  D-l  through  D-3  are  fairly  close  to  the  current 
situation  as  far  as  market  prices  and  costs.  The  one  figure  in  the  budgets 
which  appears  low  is  the  "Interest  on  Operating  Capital."  For  example, 
using  Table  D-3,  the  cash  costs  (excluding  interest  on  operating  capital) 
would  total  $251,483.   Short-term  interest  from  most  lending  institutions 
is  currently  in  the  area  of  15-18%.  The  interest  expense  on  the  operating 
loan  would  total  $38,980,  assuming  interest  of  15ys. 


One  other  area  of  concern  i 
livestock  grazing  alternati 
(direct  and  indirect)  would 
the  reduced  livestock  use  a 
jobs  after  20  years.  How  i 
Elmore  counties  is  largely 
I  would  hypothesize  that  in 
impact  of  livestock  grazing 
employment  much  more  negati 
in  year  5,  what  will  the  30 
service  jobs  be  doing? 


nvolves  the  proposed  action  and  the  reduced 

ve.  Under  the  proposed  action,  total  employment 

increase  by  132  jobs  by  year  20.   In  comparison, 
lternative  (#4)  would  show  an  increase  of  147 
s  this  possible?  Your  trade  area  of  Owyhee  and 
dependent  upon  agriculture  as  a  basic  industry. 

a  basic  economy  such  as  this  one  that  the 

reductions  would  definitely  affect  regional 
vely  than  you  have  shown  in  Table  4-27.  Even 

additional  construction  jobs  and  10  additional 


In  regards  to  the  Jacks  Creek  Pipeline,  I  question  whether  the  construction 
of  the  lines  in  segments  would  be  economically  feasible.  The  proposed  action 
calls  for  construction  of  19milec,  while  alternative  #3  shows  the  possibility 
of  constructing  an  additional  22  miles  of  lateral  lines.  If  the  pipeline  is 
to  be  constructed,  I  would  urge  you  to  construct  the  complete  41  miles  in 
one  phase.  This  would  aid  in  reducing  the  total  cost  of  the  system.  For 
example,  construction  in  two  phases  would  involve  double  expenses  of  moving 


s  an  Equal  Opponunitv/Aftirmative  Action  Employer  and  Edu 


7.3 


1H 


75 


7i 


Page  2 
Mr.  Zimmer 
July  2,  1982 

i  equipment,  work  crews,  and  materials  into  a  remote  area.  If  this  is  done 
in  one  phase,  the  marginal  cost  of  the  additional  22  miles  of  laterals 

I  would  be  the  operating  costs.  I  am  sure  that  the  livestock  permittees  would 
also  assist  in  the  construction  of  the  line  --  by  supplying  labor,  materials 
and/or  equipment,  thus  reducing  the  BLM  cost  even  more.  These  types  of 
considerations  become  critical  wheh  dealing  with  economic  efficiency. 

On  page  4-9,  the  document  raises  several  points  relating  to  riparian  areas. 
Mention  is  made  of  "153  public  stream  miles"  that  would  be  improved  through 
"fencing,  juniper  structures,  etc."  I  question  the  economic  feasibility 
of  spending  $2,000-2,500  per  mile  of  fence  for  non-quantifiable  benefits. 
It  also  raises  additional  questions  concerning  your  source  of  funding  (who 
pays  for  this?)  and  the  annual  maintenance  expenses  involved  with  "153  miles 
of  fences  and  juniper  structures."  I  urge  you  to  seek  other  methods  of 
management  (grazing  systems,  etc.)  which  would  prove  more  cost  effective 
and  not  alienate  the  livestock  producers. 

On  pages  3-8  and  3-9,  I  detect  some  inconsistency  concerning  livestock/ 
bighorn  sheep  interactions.  On  page  3-8  mention  is  made  of  "poor  habitat 
separation  between  cattle  and  bighorns  on  Battle  Creek," a  "downward  trend 
in  bighorn  numbers,"  and  bighorns  moving  into  the  Owyhee  River  system  to 
"avoid  interaction  with  livestock."  On  page  3-9,  it  is  stated  that 
"bighorn  use  is  largely  confined  to  the  canyons  and  adjacent  plateaus..." 
while  cattle  use  is  "limited  to  the  plateau  areas."  From  this  statement, 
it  would  appear  that  there  is  some  "habitat  separation."  How  can  there 
be  a  "downward  trend  in  bighorn  numbers"  when  38  bighorns  released  between 
1963  and  1966  in  the  Owyhee  River  canyon  have  grown  to  about  220  animals, 
and  the  12  bighorns  transplanted  on  Rattlesnake  Creek  now  number  about 
100  head?  Finally,  livestock  permittees  in  the  area  have  indicated  that 
bighorns  do  not  "move  to  avoid  interaction  with  livestock,"  but  rather  to 
seek  interaction  with  livestock.  I  would  urge  you  to  clear  up  these 
apparent  inconsistencies. 

Again,  I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment.   I  look  forward  to  con- 
tinued work  and  cooperation  with  you  and  your  staff. 

Sincerely, 


Response  to  Letter  No 
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yujl 


Neil  Rimbey 
Extension  Range 


The  ranch  budgets  used  In  this  analysis  were  prepared  by  C.  Kerry 
Gee  of  the  Economic  Research  Service,  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture.  The  Interest  calculations  assumed  operating  capital- 
is  borrowed  for  six  months  and  the  interest  rate  is  the  average 
annual  rate  of  the  Production  Credit  Association. 

In  this  EIS,  It  was  assumed  that  Increased  income  in  the  EIS  area 
would  translate  Into  increased  employment.  Data  from  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Employment  was  used  to  determine  the  wages  per  Job. 
In  1980,  the  wages  per  job  were  found  to  be  $10,858  in 
Agriculture,  $14,121  in  Construction,  and  $7,388  in  Services  for 
the  EIS  area.  The  following  table  shows  how  this  affects  the 
20-year  employment  projections  found  In  the  DEIS: 

Income  and  Employment  -  20  Year  Projections 


Alter. 

Sector 

Di  rect 
I ncorae 

Total 

I  ncorae 

Total 
Jobs 

Proposed 
Action 

Agrlc. 

Construct. 

Services 

S      683,700 

41,000 

266,100 

$      929,800 

46,100 

300,700 

88 

3 

41 

TOTAL 

$      990,800 

$1,276,600 

132 

Alt.    4 

Agrlc. 

Construct. 

Services 

$      476,800 

40,800 

550,100 

$  ' 648,500 

45,900 

621,600 

60 

3 

84 

TOTAL 

SI, 067, 700 

$1,316,000 

147 

Difference 
PA  minus 
Alt.    4 

Agrlc. 

Construct. 

Services 

-   206,900 

200 

+  284,000 

-   281,300 

200 

+  320,900 

-   28 

0 

+  43 

'      TOTAL 

$+     76,900 

$+     39,400 

+  15 

As  can  be  seen  from  the  table,  the  livestock  industry  Is  Impacted 
considerably  by  Alternative  4  but  the  gains  In  recreation-related 
services  more  than  make  up  for  that  loss  on  a  regional  basis.  In 
year  5 ,  the  30  additional  jobs  in  construction  for  the 
Installation  of  range  Improvements  Is  two  Jobs  less  than  the 
proposed  action  (+32) .  The  10  additional  jobs  for  recreation- 
related  services  is  1  Job  more  than  the  proposed  action  (+9). 

Construction  of  the  Jacks  Creek  Pipeline  would  not  be  constructed 
In  two  separate  phases.  If  the  proposed  action  is  selected  as  the 
final  decision,  only  19  miles  of  the  pipeline  would  be  built.  If 
the  decision  is  made  to  construct  the  entire  pipeline  (Alternative 
3),  it  would  most  likely  occur  in  one  phase.  A  detailed  benefit 
cost  analysis  of  either  proposal  will  be  made  in  conjunction  with 
the  implementation  of  allotment  management  plans  on  affected 
allotments. 


It  is  anticipated  'that  only  107  of  the  153  stream  miles  identified 
for  fisheries  habitat  improvement  would  be  excluded  from  grazing. 
Because  these  107  miles  are  located  in  narrow  deep  canyons,  it  is 
felt  that  grazing  systems  alone  would  not  provide  satisfactory 
improvement.  Because  fencing  would  occur  along  the  canyon  rims 
where  natural  barriers  could  be  used,  the  total  amount  of  fence 
required  would  be  approximately  50  miles.  As  shown  on  Table  2-4, 
construction  and  maintenance  costs  would  be  born  by  the  BLM- 

Along  Battle  Creek,  cattle  are  using  bighorn  habitat  intensively. 
This  intensive  use  is  considered  to  have  caused  a  decline  in  use 
of  this  area  by  bighorns.  No  other  problems  with  the  bighorn 
population  or  habitat  separation  in  remaining  parts  of  the  habitat 
along  the  Owyhee  River  and  Deep  Creek  are  known. 

Maintenance  of  a  separation  between  use  areas  for  bighorn  sheep 
and  cattle  Is  considered  necessary  for  conserving  populations  of 
bighorns.  This  management  direction  is  based  upon  research  (Russo 
1956,  Wilson  1968,  Irvine  1969,  Dean  And  Splllett  1976)  which 
documents  that  cattle  significantly  affect  bighorn  distribution. 
Individual  bighorns  or  groups  of  bighorns  may  deviate  from  this 
general  behavioral  response.  Nevertheless,  management  must  be 
based  on  the  needs  of  the  entire  population. 
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c/o  Dept.  of  Biology 
Boise  State  University 
1910  University  Blvd. 
Boise,  ID  83725 
July  7,  1982 
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Mr.  Martin  J.  Zimmer 
District  Manager 
Boise  District  BLM 
3948  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  Idaho  83705 


The  Boise  State  University  Conservation  Group  would  like  to  go  on  record 
as  proponents  of  Alternative  4  after  reviewing  the  Draft  Bruneau/Kuna  Grazing 
Environmental  Impact  Statement.   Reasons  for  this  recommendation  include: 


1)  Alternative  4  will  enhance  the  preservation  of  extensive  areas  of 
native  bunchgrass  communities  near  Big  and  Little  Jacks  Creek.   These 
native  grasslands  have  become  increasingly  rare  in  the  last  100  years 

and  their  demise  is  apparently  associated  with  overgrazed  range  conditions. 

2)  Sage  Grouse,  Antelope  and  Mule  Deer  populations  would  benefit  from  the 
increase  in  unallocated  foraging  areas  under  Alternative  4. 

3)  Alternative  4  would  ultimately  improve  range  condition  by  short-term 
AUM  decreases  which  would  facilitate  the  recovery  of  range  condition 
and  the  reestablishment  of  native  perennial  grass  species.   Many  native 
grasses,  such  as  Bluebunch  Wheatgrass,  are  more  palatable  to  both  wildlife 
and  cattle. 

Evidence  is  recently  accumulating  which  indicates  many  small  mammal 
communities  are  deleteriously  affected  by  overgrazing  of  rangeland  by 
cattle.   Some  small  mammals  may  be  obligatorily  associated  with  native 
grassland  communities.   Overgrazing  and  planting  of  crestdd  wheatgrass 
has  also  been  shown  to  have  a  negative  impact  on  rangeland  nesting 
bird  species. 


References  cited  at  the 


public  hearing: 


Beauchamp,  A.C.  and  McClenaghan,  L.R.  RELATIONSHIPS  OF  RODENT  SPECIES  DIVERSITY 
TO  HABITAT  COMPLEXITY  IN  DESERT  TRANSITION  COMMUNITIES  FROM  SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA. 
1982.  Dept.  of  Biology,  San  Diego  State  University 

Reynolds,  T.R.  THE  RESPONSE  OF  NATIVE  VERTEBRATE  POPULATIONS  TO  DIFFERENT  LAND 
MANAGEMENT  PRACTICES  ON  THE  IDAHO  NATIONAL  ENGINEERING  LABORATORY  SITE.  1978. 

-EFFECTS  OF  SOME  DIFFERENT  LAND  MANAGEMENT  PRACTICES  ON  SMALL  MAMMAL  POPULATIONS. 
1980.   Journal  of  Mammalogy  6(3):  558-561. 

Laurance,  W.F.  (unpub) .  VEGETATIONAL  DIFFERENCES  AND  ASSOCIATED  DISSIMILARITIES 
BETWEEN  TWO  SMALL  MAMMAL  COMMUNITIES  ON  LIGHTLY  AND  HEAVILY  GRAZED  RANGELAND 
IN  SOUTHERN  IDAHO.  Dept.  of  Biology,  Boise  State  University 


We  thank  you  for  your  time  and  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this 
Draft  EIS. 
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Sincerely, 

Bill    Laurance,    director 


l8u/  N^^t< 


Response  to  Letter  No.  9 


We  recognize  that  overgrazing  by  livestock  can  adversely  affect 
small  mammal  abundance  and  diversity  on  rangelands.  Small 
mammals,  though,  should  benefit  from  "predicted"  vegetation 
improvement  on  native  rangeland,  as  described  In  the  proposed 
action  (Appendix  Table  B-5  and  B-7) .  Positive  changes  in  range 
condition  should  lead  to  Improved  small  mammal  populations. 

Crested  wheatgrass  seedlngs  would  result  In  localized  popula- 
tion dec  lines  and  decreases  In  species  abundance  and  diversity  of 
small  mammals,  reptiles  and  birds.  However,  these  types  of 
seedlngs  would  be  constrained  by  the  coordinating  measures  and 
project  constraints  described  on  pages  2-6  through  2-13.  Although 
these  measures  key  In  on  Important  economic  wildlife  species,  they 
are  based  on  the  fact  that  these  species  have  large  home  ranges. 
Providing  for  them  would  in  large  part  provide  for  a  host  of  other 
species  with  smaller  home  ranges  occupying  similar  associations. 


51 


/?»\    United  States 

.AAA    DePartment  °' 

■^S?-/      Agriculture 


Room  345 

304  North  8th  Street 

Boise,  Idaho  83702 
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Response  to  Letter  No.  10 


July  8,  1982 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Bruneau-Kuna  Grazing  EIS 
3948  Development  Avenue  t 

Boise,  Idaho  83705 

TO  WHOM  IT  MAY  CONCERN: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  draft  Bruneau-Kuna  Grazing 
Environmental  Impact  Statement.   Our  comments  are  as  follows  on  the  pro- 
posed action: 


Llvetock  grazing  Is  not  the  only  factor  contributing  to 
deteriorated  fisheries  habitat  condition.  Inventory  data, 
however,  Indicates  that  it  is  the  major  factor.  Wildlife  use, 
geologic  erosion,  or  other  factors  are  not  felt  to  contribute 
significantly  to  lower  habitat  conditions.  The  areas  in  fair 
condition,  on  the  128  miles  of  stream,  are  felt  to  be  in  this 
condition  class  because  of  moderate  livestock  use. 

Because  specific  management  systems  were  not  proposed,  impacts 
were  based  on  a  worst  case  analysis.  The  analysis  assumed  that 
only  a  limited  amount  of  grazing  deferment  would  be  applied.  As 
grazing  systems  are  Implemented,  adverse  Impacts  to  riparian  zones 
may  be  lessened. 


1)   Environmental  Consequences  -  page  iii,  4th  paragraph  —  If  proper 

management  principles  are  applied,  adverse  impacts  on  range  ecological 
condition  probably  would  not  occur. 


I0JI 


Page  2-6,  last  paragraph  —  It  appears  that  you  are  attributing  the 
poor  and  fair  condition  of  the  153  miles  of  streams  supporting  red  band 
trout  totally  to  livestock  grazing,  yet  the  remaining  128  miles  of  streams 
also  contain  areas  in  fair  condition!   Could  it  be  that  livestock  grazing 
is  not  the  sole  contributor  and  therefore  should  not  always  bear  the  brunt 
of  the  criticism? 


J0.Z 


3)   Page  4-5,  soil  stability,  paragraph  2  —  It  is  hoped  that  upon  implementa- 
tion of  your  proposed  range  improvement  program,  one  would  not  see  a  sig- 
nificant increase  in  soil  disturbance  in  the  riparian  areas  but  perhaps 
only  a  slight  variance.   Hopefully,  through  intensified  management,  soil 
stability  would  be  maintained. 


m.tkh 


(Acting) 


Amos  I . 

State  Conservatio 


^ 


Idaho  Environmental  Council 


P  O    Box  1708 

Idaho  Falls,  Idaho  83401 


Please  re"ly  to:      1°?0  N  ?th  Street 

Boise,   Idaho     'y^OZ 
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?runeau-Kuns     t->. 
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July  6,   1982 


Mr.  Martin  J.   Zimmer 
Boise  District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
3948  Development  Avenue 
Boise,   Idaho     83705 

Dear  Mr.   Zimmer: 

This  letter  will  serve  to  extend  and  clarify  the  testimony  which  I   ~a--e  on  behalf 
of   the  Idaho  Environmental  Council  at  the  hearln»  on  the  Eruneau-Kuna    Inzin- 
Environmental  Impact   Statement  Draft  which  was  held  in  the  3-ise  Pu'  lie   t 
on  July  1,   19%.     As  did   the  oral  testinony,    this  letter  will  addres*   three  main 
issues:      the  Jack's  Creek  pipeline,    the  Wilderness  recommendations  made  in  the 
draft  E.I.S.,   and  a   general  comparison  of   the  "roused  Action  and   the  Re-'uced 
Livestock  Use  Alternative. 

I.      The  Jacks  Creek  Pipeline 

It  appears  from  fibres  given  in  the  draft  E.I.S.  that  the  co*t  to 
of  the  Jack's  Creek  feline  will  he  1111000.  This  -ay  ;e  low,  bu 
not,  the  cost  of  these  19  miles  will  be  almost  fiOO  -er  rile.'  S- 
the  other  86  miles  of   -i   eline  nro-osed 


pooo 


U.S.    tax-ay 
n  if  it  is 
ince  the  cost  of 
er  nile,   •.:<:     ues- 


mounts   to  onl- 
tion  whether  such  a  costly  -roject  should  he  built. 

We  observe  that  no  benefit/cost  anal-sis  is  done  for  the     i-eline.     °erha-  ■=    thi- 
should  not  be  sur-rising  since  the  costs  will  he  borne  by  the  tax-ayer  where? « 
the  benefits  will  accrue  primarily  to  the  •  emit  tee?  using  two   -rasin-  allotment* 
whether  this  is  two  ranchers  or  20,   this     roject  still    i-  e  ■>   -ather 

large  subsidy  to  a   small  -art  of  a  minor  industry. 

The  pipeline  would  result  in  an  increase  of  233?  AUI-I's  at  an  a   -roxi-iate 
»50  per  AUM.     In  -rearing  this  commentary  «e  were  unrble  t0  detenine  an 
value  for  grazing  fees  on  these  two  allotments.      If  the   fee  is   V.r"       r  AU1 
amounts  to  only  a   <?,  per  year  return  on  investment.      Sv.-n  1."  it  i      "  'a 

the  annual  return  is  only  fi.  I  can  double  either  one 
Credit  Union  and  thus,  the  -i  elin-  f'oes  not  a  eir  to 
investment  of  taxpayer  funds  since  its  return  is  so  lo" 
better  off  as  a  nation  if  ve  used   the  noney  *o  redeem   - 


:    -.nece 

■■  Sent 
Ve  would     robablp     - 
rt     >'    'he  national  debt. 


//  I  |We  9^S0  n0*e  tn3t  n0  environmental  assessment  s- 
' '•  /  I  pipeline  has 


ific    to   the  Jr-ck's  Cr^ek 
been  done  except  for  the  comment   that   the     i-elini 


//./I  A}°'^"  5-10  California  bighorn  sheep   (5-10J8  of   the  herd  in  the  Little  Jack's 
I  Cr      <  drama  -e)  and  cause  the  sheen  not  to  expand  into  the  Big  Jack's  drainage. 

I:  "hole,    the  I.E.C.   o-poses  the  Pipeline  and  we  urge  the  B.L.M.   to  return 
to  its  original  proposal  to  obtain  the  extra  forage  through  improvements  on 
tfickney  Tree  Dome.     At  the  very  least,    the  Project  should  not  be  approved  until 
a    thorough,   honest,   and   separate  benefit/cost  analysis  and   E.I.S.   are  done. 

II.  Wilderness  Recommendations 

We  support  the  B.L.M.   recommendation  for  Wilderness  designation  for  the  Owyhee 
iver,  Snee     Creek    /est,   and   all  the  other  recommended  areas.     We  are  not  in 
11^  r:rT"?"t ,V,1*h    the  dr='ni":  oi  rortions  of  Pig  and  Little  Jack's  Creeks.   Duncan 
Cree,<,    role  Creek,  and   the  Bruneau  plateaus.      The  B.L.M.  has  given  no  rationale 
for  doing  so  and  we  feel  that  all  these  areas  have  wilderness  values  which 
outweigh  any  other  combination  of  values.     Therefore  we  urge  that  they  be 
recommended   for  Wilderness. 

III.  Pronosed  Action  vs.   Reduced  Livestock  Use  Alternative 

The  Proposed  Action  (PA)  will  cost  the  U.S.   taxpayer  $2.9  million  together  wl* 
$H400  in  annual  maintenance  while  the  Reduced   Livestock  Use  Alternative  (RL) 
will  cost  only  %? .(  million  plus     the  same  amount  of  annual  exrense.      For  the 
PA,    the  -resent  net  worth  of   the  first  20  years  return  to  the  treasury  Is 
53. 6  million  and   for  the  RL  it  is  *7.   2  million.     A  simple  division  reveals 
benefit/cost  ratios   (to   the  U.S.    taxpayer)  of  1.24  for  the  PA  and  1.23  for  the 
RL,   almost  egual.      The  income  to  the  Treasury  after  five  years  of   the  PA  Is 
S32   ,000  (or  ll.JJ  return  on  investment)  and   that  of  the  RL  is  $286,300   (or 
11«  return  on  investment).     After  ti-enty  years,    the  annual  income  to  the 
Treasury  generated  by  the  "A  will  be  $446,000   (15.3*  annual  yield)  and  by  the 
RL  5715.700   (or  15.2).      Thus  economically,    the  tvo  alternatives  are  just  about 
erual  except  that  the  RL  is  desired   to  cost  no  more  than  the  receipts  actually 
obtained  whereas   the  PA  will  re.uire  a   Federal  subsidy.     In  one  other  res-ect 
the  RL  is  clearly  su-erlon      it  will  result  in  an  Increase  of   14?  job-  after 
20  years  con-ared   to   the   172  generated  by  the  PA. 

If™  'erlS  °f  iors"-e-   both  alternatives  allocate  the  same  amount  to  wildlife.   2333 
ir?,  „!?",        all°"tes  more  forage  to  livestock  after  20  -ears,   269,785  AUM  vs. 
242,949  AUJ.  for  the  RL.      However  these  242.049  AUM  still  represent  a  28?  increase 
oyer  the  average  actual  use  during  the  last   five  -ears.      The  RL  leaves  almost  four 
-£(?»?!     l"V  for''-'e  IJ;}''llof  ted.  a  ^  hence  avali3bie  ?or  wlidlife,  as  does  the 


m 


- 


e  I.E.C.    sup-orts  the  Reduced  Livestock  Use  Alternative 

-it     rovie'es    -ice  jobs 

-it  i-  "  ]      lo  'he  tojr-a;-er 

-it    -ill  benefil    the  "ighorn  sh'-e'     o-ulation 

-it  -ill   L-  -ove  wiUllfc  habitat,   fisheries,  and   the  environment  in 

1 
-it  "ill    -ro-ide   the  greatest  lory-' -,-m  protection  for  the  total  resource. 
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Frur.esu-Kuna 


In  suupisry,    the  Idoho  S;vironnent  1   :-        i] 

-O'-oses  the  Jsck's  Cree'<     i      lir.q, 

-su-  -oris  '/ile'ernefs  desljnrtion  "or  all  "".'. 'c 

this  document,  and 
-ur^es  that  the  Seduced  Livestock  Use  .',]»      -   ■■ 

■^referred  alternative     tic   i'.-.u; 

the  Toro-e  alloc: *  -      *  I 
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Response    to   Letter  No.    11 


be  c    - 


11  .1  See  Response  No.  2.2. 

11.2  See  Response  No.  2.1    and    3.1. 

11.3  See  Response  No.  2.5. 

11.4  See  Response  No.  5J.1. 


for  the  op-ortunit 


to  cement. 


Alan  R.   Hsusrsth 

President,   Idaho  Environmental  Council 


Big  prinqs  Ranch 
20210  Ave.  176 
Porterville,  Ca.  93257 


July  6,  1982 


Marvin  J.  Zimmer ,  District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Ilana-rement 
Boise  District  Office 
3948  Development  Ave. 
Boise,  Id.  83705 


Dear   Mr.    Zimmer: 
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United  States  Department  of  Agriculture 
forest  service 
324   25th  Street 
Ogden,    UT   84401 
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Mr.    Martin  J.    Zimmer 
District   Manager 
Boise   District  Office 
Bureau    of    Land    Manageraen 
3948   Development   Avenue 
Boise,    ID  83705 


JuL9 


I  am  writing  in  response  to  tbe  Brur 
and  on  behalf  of  Dig  Springs  n.anch. 


-Kunc  Grazir 


Dea 


Mr.  Zimmer: 


Given  the  alternatives  offered,  I  would  favor  alternative 
-r3 ,  increased  livestock  use.   The  developner  t  of  the  water- 
inn  svstem  on  the  Jack's  Creek  plateau  together  with  (  e 
other  proposed  ranne  improvements  would  enable  nore  effective 
use  of  the  forage  resource  for  both  domestic  livestock  and 
wildlife  in  the  area.   Greater  revenue  v/ould  be  generated 
for  both  the  B.L.M.  and  the  local  ecor.orv.   Current  econonic 
philosophy  favors  a  maximum  return  approach  to  any  business 
proposal ,  giving  reconqnition  to  preservation  of  e::isti:- 
environmental  conditions. 

In  the  particular  case  of  Big  Springs  "anch,  we  do  ;,ot  v/a  t 
the  proposed  decrease  or  increase  in  A.U.II.'s  on  two  of 
our  allotments.   Development  of  the  water  system  together 
with  a  well  co-ordinated  management  plan  will  neet  the 
long  term  objectives  of  both  the  Ranch  and  tl-e  3. L.I!. 

If  increased  grazing  can  be  properlv  implenented,  the 
local  economy  will  be  strengthened.   Without  a  stronq 
economy  in  Idaho  the  other  values  considered  will  be  nurcl" 
academic. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  m*f  connects . 

Si-cerel", 


^i-cerel". 


J.  Less  Guthrie 
M<-    °pri -i  "s  :a:ic- 


1 3.1 


We  have  reviewed  the  draft  Bruneau-Kuna  Grazing  Environmental 

Impact  Statement  and  find  It  to  be  concisely  and  well  written, 

with  better  than  average  display  and  evaluation  of  fish  and 
wildlife  values.   Responsible  personnel  are  to  be  complimented. 
However,  we  do  have  a  couple  of  "problems"  with  the  DEIS.   They 
are  as  follows: 

II.   Which  of  the  alternatives  analyzed  is  the  selected 

alternative?   It  Is  not  clear  where  the  proposed  action 
originated. 


JLG:meb 

CC:        Vic  Kurten 

Robert  Kopple 
Joe  Pressutti 


12.   Since  the  EIS  area  joins  National  Forest  lands  and  there 
are  23  operators  who  have  Forest  permits,  are  there  any  coordinat- 
ing needs? 

Some  further  comments  from  our  WL  Staff  include  the  following: 

Chapter  2  -  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alterna- 
tive.  Good  statement  of  objectives  under  proposed  action  (2-1 
and  2-3);  same  applies  for  remainder  of  discussion  of  this 
section,  namely  vegetation  allocation,  grazing  management, 
improvement,  or  protection  measures,  project  treatments, 
implementation  schedule,  and  provision  for  monitoring.   Table 
2-12  (2-24  and  2-25)  effectively  displays  the  summary  °* 
impacts  over  a  20-year  period. 

Chapter  3  -  Description  of  the  Affected  Environment.   There  is 
good  coverage  and  description  of  terrestrial  and  aquatic 
wildlife  resources.   This  is  one  of  the  better  quality  jobs  we 
have  seen  to  date. 

Chapter  4  -  Environmental  Consequences.   Same  comment  as  on 
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Mr.   Martin  J.    Ziraraer 


Chapter  5  -  Consultation  and  Coordination.  There  has  been 
very  broad  coverage.  It  appears  that  the  "right"  agencies, 
organizations,  and  individuals  have  been  contacted. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  your  DEIS  and  to  make 
suggestions.  , 
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Response  to  Letter  No.  13 


The  proposed  action  is  the  preferred  alternative  at  this  time. 
However,  the  final  decision  will  not  be  made  until  after  the  Final 
EIS  has  been  completed.  We  will  issue  a  Rangeland  Program  Summary 
which  will  describe  the  selected  management  actions.  The  proposed 
action  originated  from  the  Management  Framework  Plan  for  the 
affected  area.  We  have  expanded  the  description  of  the 
relationship  between  the  proposed  action  and  these  plans  in  the 
revised  proposed  act  ion. 


,/}<^£f>?c^~^p 


As   allotment   management   plans   art 
coordination  needs  are  anticipated 
operators  move  to  the  Forest  Service  : 


Implemented ,  considerable 
n  those  allotments  where 
om  BLM  ranges. 


RICHARD  K.  GRISWOLD 
Director,  Planning  and  Budget 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 
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Respon 


to   Letter  No.    U 


GEOLOGICAL  SURVEY 
RESTON.  VA    22092 


In  Reply  Refer  To: 
EGS-Mail   Stop  760 


JUL      C  1552 


The  statements  on  page  2-13  would  restrict  the  development  of 
projects  which  would  impair  an  area's  suitability  for  wilderness. 
Projects  proposed  in  any  of  the  wilderness  study  areas  would  not 
be  done  if  they  did  not  comply  with  the  Wilderness  Interim 
Management  Policy.  As  site  specific  projects  are  proposed  their 
impacts  on  wilderness  suitability  will  be  evaluated  through  the  EA 
process-  The  statement  In  the  standard  operating  procedure 
section  for  the  proposed  action  has  been  changed.  See  the  revised 
description  of  the  proposed  action. 


District  Manager,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Boise,  Idaho 


14.2   See  the  text  change  section  for  page  4-5. 


From:  Assistant  Director  for  Engineering  Geology 

Subject:     Review  of  Bmneau-Kuna  Grazing  draft  environmental   statement, 
Idaho  and  Nevada 


H.I 


m 


He  have  reviewed  the  draft  statement  as  requested  in  your  letter. 

An  Inconsistency  in  statements  regarding  preservation  of  wilderness  values 
should  be  corrected.      It   is  stated  1n  the  Summary  that   "Wilderness  values 
would  be  maintained  on  most  wilderness  study  areas"   (p.   iii,   par.   5).     Later 
1t  is  stated  that  "All  wilderness  values  would  be  protected  in  lands  under 
wilderness  review"   (p.  2-13,  item  6). 

In  addition  to  the  brief  statement  that  provisions  will   be  made  to  avoid 
dewatering  natural   water  sources    (p.   2-12),   the  typical   occurrence  of  ground 
water  and  the  long-range  potential   for  ground-water  impacts  from  the  pro- 
posed management  program  should  be  discussed. 


An. 


QQjl 


ames  F.   Devi  ne 
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ERNIE  BAHEM 


MESW   PUROOM 


ONALDL   DAVIS 


Ouxfkee  (fatxfy  @&4H*Ki44&aH&i& 


COURTHOUSE 
MURPHY,  IDAHO  83650 


BARBARA  JAVO 
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July  12,  1982 


Bruce  Bowler 


Boise. Idaho  83702 


July  13,  1982 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Bruneau-Kuna  Grazing  EIS 
3948  Development  Ave. 
Boise,  ID  83705 

We  the  Owyhee  County  Commissioners  urge  you  to  give  serious 
consideration  to  adopt  the  alternative  No.  5  as  outlined  by  Frank 
Bachman  on  the  Bruneau  E.I.S.   We  also  recommend  that  you  go  on  the 
50%  utilization  of  grasses  instead  of  the  biological  limit.   We  are 
in  complete  agreement  that  the  watering  of  the  plateau  between  Big 
and  Little  Jacks  Creek  can  do  nothing  but  help  the  multiple  use 
concept,  as  well  as  being  very  beneficial  to  the  big  horn  sheep. 
We  feel  there  is  no  suitable  areas  for  Wilderness  in  Owyhee  County. 


Donald  L.  Davis,  Chairman 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Bruneau-Kuna  Grazing,  EIS 
3948  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  Idaho   83705 

Re:   Bruneau-Kuna  Grazing  Environmental 
Impact  Statement 

Gent lemen : 

I  appreciate  your  supplying  to  me  a  copy  of  your  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Bruneau-Kuna  Grazing 
and  have  made  study  of  the  same,  and  personally  traveled 
the  Jacks'  Creek  Plateau  on  June  20,  1982,  examining  the 
areas  in  the  vicinity  of  the  gas  pipeline  along  which 
approximate  route  is  indicated  your  proposed  action  for 
development  of  19  miles  of  water  pipeline  to  expand  cattle 
grazing  areas. 

Examination  was  made  of  the  native  forage  which  still 
exists  because  of  being  out  of  reach  of  cattle  resulting 
from  lack  of  water  supply.   This  terrain  along  the  east 
rim  of  the  Little  Jacks  Creek  Canyon  does  not  contain  lots 
of  forage  but  does  serve  purposes  of  deer  and  big  horn 
sheep  ranging  in  the  region.   It  is  a  fallacy  that  this 
sort  of  water  development  aids  wildlife,  and  can  only  be 
credited  as  federal  subsidy  for  cattle.   The  cattle  people 
perpetrate  the  hoax  that  the  higher  distribution  of  water 
benefits  the  public  interest  in  wildlife,  but  experience 
shows  that  the  cattle  so  dominate  the  watered  areas  that 
the  wildlife  receive  little  or  no  benefit  from  such 
developments . 

The  reversal  of  your  previous  position  to  not  construct 
the  Jacks  Creek  pipeline  by  your  proposed  action  to  now  do 
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so  is  serious  public  interest  mistake  which  can  only  be 
regarded  as  overly  subsidized  sop  for  the  Davis  cattle 
allotments.   It  is  amazing  how  much  wording  you  can  put 
into  your  environmental  statement  without  addressing  the 
real  nitty-gritty  of  the  important  issues,  particularly 
the  economic  ones  about  costs  to  be  borne  by  the  United 
States  tax  payers  who  really  own  the  property.   If  your 
impact  statement  would  honestly  formulate  a  cost-benefit 
ratio  of  the  actual  public  benefits  that  would  flow  from 
such  pipeline,  it  would  undoubtedly  be  seriously  negative. 
Your  statement  seems  to  deliberately  obscure  the  important 
facts,  and  your  included  maps  are  so  sketchy  that  thev 
appear  confusingly  deceitful,  i.e.,  the  gas  pipeline  is 
not  identified,  the  owners  of  the  properties  to  be  benefited 
are  not  disclosed,  and  many  basic  landmarks  are  not  shown. 

While  your  statement  contains  much  detail,  it  is 
sadly  lacking  in  the  substantive  environmental  impact  that 
concern  the  real  public  interest,  i.e.,  what  would  happen 
to  the  Little  Jacks  Creek  big  horn  sheep  if  cattle  are 
induced  to  graze  the  few  remaining  native  grasses  of  the 
rims  of  the  canyons.   Your  experts  could  quickly  conclude 
that  this  would  likely  wipe  out  the  big  horn  sheep  and 
seriously  deplete  the  deer.   You  seem  to  be  acting  as 
handmaiden  of  the  cattle  industry.   Your  proposed  action 
to  expand  cattle  grazing  in  already  seriously  overgrazed 
areas  is  absurd  and  does  not  address  the  real  public 
interest  involved. 

If  the  Jacks  Creek  pipeline  were  built,  it  would  only 
be  short  time  until  the  whole  Jacks'  Creek  Plateau  was 
overgrazed.   Such  special  favored  benefits  to  a  hand 
full  of  cattlemen  could  never  be  justified  from  any  public 
interest  standpoint.   The  cattle  people  do  not  deserve 
this  kind  of  wetnursing  at  the  expense  of  the  American 
tax  payer . 
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to  accommodate  the  cattle  industry  is  violation 
:  trust  as  steward  of  the  public  lands,  and 
to  expand  rather  than  reduce  numbers  of  cattle 
this  overgrazed  area  is  inexcusable,  and  bad 
ion.   Your  repeated  reference  to  your  objective 
he  ranching  community  in  a  "strengthened  feeling 
rts  the  public  interest  in  their  lands. 
en  the  destroyer  of  the  viability  of  our 
politics  should  not  now  salvage  them  from 
d,  and  you  should  not  be  participants 
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You  should  select  your  Alternative  4  for  reduced 
livestock  use  to  become  your  proposed  action.   Your  wildlife 
AUMs  at  1%   of  the  forage,  with  96S  allocated  to  cattle 
is  blatently  ridiculous.   Wildlife  AUMs  should  be  substantially 
increased  because  that  is  where  the  public  interest  lies  in 
utilization  of  their  public  lands. 

Please  notify  me  of  any  actions  to  affect  the  Jacks' 
Creek  Plateau. 


Thank  you  kindly. 


BB/kmk 

cc:   Hon.  Jim  McClure,  USS 

Hon.  Steve  Symms ,  USS 

Hon.  George  Hansen,  MC 

Hon.  Larry  Craig,  MC 

Hon.  Clair  M.  Whitlock 


Very  truly  yours , 


/&£*■*«*—  />^^^7 


Bruce  Bowler 
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Letter  No.  16 
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We  recognize  that  concentrations  of  livestock  around  new  water 
sources  would  cause  localized  vegetation  depletion  but  we  felt  the 
negative  Impacts  associated  with  this  would  be  offset  by  the 
addition  of  water  in  unwatered  areas.  Wildlife  guzzlers  would  be 
provided  in  addition  to  1 ive stock  troughs  on  the  Jacks  Creek 
Pipeline. 

The  maps  are  not  intended1*  to  be  deceitful.  Certain  landmarks  (gas 
pipelines  etc.)  are  not  shown  because  it  Is  felt  that  additional 
detail  would  detract  from  the  resource  Information  being 
presented-  Individual  property  ownership  was  not  identified 
because  of  the  fact  that  showing  ownership  would  not  clarify  the 
impact  assessment.  Map  2-5  shows  the  gas  pipeline  location  via 
syabol  |_|  (_(  (_!  |_|  . 


16.3  The  impacts  to  bighorn  sht 

and  4-40. 

16.4  See  Response  No.  2.1. 

16.5  See  Response  No.  2.2. 

16.6  See  Response  No.  2-3. 


ep  are  identified  on  pages  4-7,  4-39, 
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July  12,  1982 


Mr.  Martin  J.  Zimmer 
Boise  District  BLM 
3948  Development  Aven 
Boise,  Idaho  83705 


RE: 


17.2 


Public  comment  on   the  Draft  Bruneau-Kuna   Environmental    Impact  Statement 


Dear  Mr .  Zimmer: 

I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  provide  review  of  your  recently  released 
Draft  Bruneau-Kuna  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  which  outlines  the  proposed 
BLM  management  and  development  programs  for  these  2,379,014  acres  of  public 
land  for  the  next  two  decades.  The  plan  is  significant  since  it  encompasses 
many  irreversible  decisions  -  such  as  the  future  for  Wilderness  and  a  number  of 
ecologically  sensistive  species  and  sites  in  the  Resource  Area  -  as  well  as 
more  malleable  resources  including  fisheries,  water  quality  and  range  condition. 

In  reviewing  this  document  a  number  of  significant  issues  were  immediately 
evident  which  do  not  appear  to  conform  to  the  public  interest. 

1.  The  Jacks  Creek  Pipeline 

I  was  amazed  to  discover  that  the  BLM  has  oow  reversed  its  earlier,  well 
founded  and  defended  decision  not_  to  install  the  pipeline.  The  previous  decision 
received  overwhelming  public  support  (84%  of  over  100  letters  opposed  the  pipe- 
line!), and  the  BLM  acknowledged  the  issues  and  arguments  forwarded  as  a  point 
well  taken.   In  fact  the  BLM  was  lauded  by  many  conservationists  for  the  level- 
headed decision  it  reached  in  regard  to  not  allowing  the  pipeline.  This  DEIS 
precipitously  calls  for  the  reversal  of  the  decision,  and  no  data  based  logic 
is  provided  as  a  scientific  foundation  justifying  the  reversal  to  the  public. 

To  reiterate  some  of  the  values  of  the  area,  the  FEIS  should  reflect  the 
fact  that  historic  light  grazing  pressure  and  lack  of  a  permanent  water  source 
has  allowed  the  survival  of  a  unique  native  grassland  habitat  on  the  plateaus 
adjacent  Big  and  Little  Jacks.  This  native  grassland  formation  provides  year- 
round  forage  for  mule  deer,  including  wintering  opportunity  which  is  limited 
elsewhere  in  Owyhee  County,  winter  habitat  for  antelope,  and  supports  bobcat, 
sage  grouse,  and  many  other  wildlife  species.  It  is  my  understanding  that  the 
Desert  Bighorn  Sheep  herd  of  ca .  100  animals  represents  3%  of  the  world  popul- 
ation, and  the  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  has  ear-marked  Big  Jacks  Canyon  and 
some  surrounding  plateau  sites  as  potential  re-introduction  habitat  for  animals 
to  be  taken  from  the  blossoming  Little  Jacks  Creek  herd.  For  what  data-based 
reason  has  the  BLM  now  rejected  its  earlier  recognition  that  cattle  and  bighorn 
sheep  compete  for  grazing  habitat  (the  reason  the  pipeline  was  originally  denied), 
and  BLM's  estimation  that  range  improvements  nearby  would  provide  more  cattle 
forage  at  less  cost  -  without  impacting  the  bighorns  nor  the  plateau  ecology? 

The  proposed  pipeline  would  cross  19  miles  of  public  land  extending  through 
the  heart  of  the  Jacks  Creek  plateau,  reducing  the  existing  Little  Jacks  bighorn 
population  by  5-10  individuals  and  likely  eliminating  the  Fish  and  Game  identi- 
fied reintroduction  sites  from  suitability.  Obviously,  some  of  the  best  native 
grasslands  in  Owyhee  County  would  be  degraded,  reducing  both  its  ecological  and 
scientific  values. 
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I  strongly  oppose  the  construction  of  any  pipeline  on  the  Big  Jacks/Little 
Jacks  plateau.  The  BLM  has  not  provided  any  data  whatsoever  to  justify  the  rev- 
ersal of  its  original  decision,  which  was  designed  upon  the  basis  of  identified 
values,  data,  public  trust  issues,  and  clear  public  mandate  through  the  comments 
submitted.  The  BLM  should  return  to  its  original  concept  of  improving  the  range 
quality  on  Wickney  Tree  Dome  to  supply  the  cattle  forage  this  pipeline  proposal 
could  provide. 

This  DEIS  is  not  legally  adequate  because  it  does  not  provide  an  accurate 
cost  estimate  or  benefit-cost  analysis  for  the  pipeline.  Incredibly  the  only 
apparent  beneficiaries  of  the  pipeline,  now  expected  to  cost  over  $163,000,  are 
two  cattle  ranchers  -  and  even  so  only  2300  AUMs  of  cattle  forage  would  be  ac- 
crued! As  the  BLM  is  likely  aware,  a  recent  study  by  economist  Phillip  Meyer* 
has  shown  that  anadaromous  fishery  values  have  never  been  adequately  credited 
or  valued,  and  that  power  need  and  worth  has  been  consistently  over-rated.  Meyer 
alleges  that  the  reason  power  output  has  progressively  increased  over  the  decades, 
while  anadromous  fish  productivity  in  the  Columbia  River  drainage  has  corres- 
pondingly declined,  is  due  to  the  fact  that  decision-makers  have  employed  "an 
unbalanced  assessment  of  the  relative  magnitude  of  benefits,  costs,  and  risks 
for  power  and  fish  associated  with  alternative  Columbia  River  hydrologic  flow 
and  structural  polices."  I  contend  that  the  same  lack  of  real  valuation  is 
true  of  the  BLM  in  its  comparison  of  values  other  than  grazing  on  the  the  public 
lands  to  cattle  AUMs.  There  is  no  way  that  2300  AUMs  of  cattle  forage  can  in 
any  sense  outweigh  the  values  to  be  sacked  by  the  pipeline  boondoggle,  and  the 
BLM  should  contract  Phillip  Meyer  or  some  equally  credentialed  third  pacty.to 
examine  the  issue.  In  terms  of  the  public  trust,  try  to  explain  to  the  nearly 
100  Idaho  residents  whose  oppostion  is  in  the  record  -  or  the  other  200  million 
Americans  who  also  own  the  land  -  why  all  other  values  should  be  forfeit  so  that 
two  politically  savy  ranchers  can  make  a  little  more  money. 

Clearly  the  construction  of  the  pipeline  constitutes  a  major  federal  action, 
thus  a  full  EIS  following  NEPA  guidelines  should  be  completed  on  the  pipeline 
proposal  before  BLM  approves  the  concept.   I  request  to  be  notified  of  any 
actions  affecting  the  Big  Jacks/Little  Jacks  plateau  and  the  WSAs. 

2.  AUM  Allocations 

I     Besides  the  pipeline  mistake,  the  other  major  issue  in  this  DEIS  which 
needs  addressing  the  ripoff  of  wildlife  AUM  allocations  for  cattle.  Clearly 
to  everyone  except  the  handful  of  ranchers  who  would  profit  from  added  cattle 
permits  -  the  only  Alternative  that  makes  any  sense  is  Alternative  4,  the 
Reduced  Livestock  Use  Alternative.  Alternative  4  should  be  BLMs  proposed  action 
and  the  preferred  alternative.  The  BLM  currently  proposes  an  alternative  granting 
1%  of  the  available  forage  to  be  allocated  for  wildlife,  with  over  96%   of  the 
remaining  resource  going  to  cattle.  The  BLM  assumption  that  wildlife  has  free 
forage  opportunity  in  steep  canyon  bottoms  and  other  areas  cattle  cannot 
negotiate  may  be  true  for  bighorn  sheep,  but  it  leaves  out  everything  else 
(antelope,  mule  deer,  sage  grouse,  and  so  forth).  This  kind  of  attitude  makes 
a  mockery  of  the  concept  of  balanced  use  and  would  be  red-flagged  by  any  high 
school  student  familiar  with  the  FLMPA.  This  reminds""^  the  old  ploy  of  developers 
calling  cliffs  open  space. 


•Meyer,  Phillip.  March,  1982.  Fish,  Energy  and  the  Columbia  River:  An  Economic 
Perspective  on  Fisheries  Values  Lost  and  At  Risk.  Prepared  for  the  Northwest 
Resource  Information  Center. 


Under  the  proposed  action  the  existing  20,679  AUMs  of  forage  not  ear- 
marked for  cattle  in  the  Bruneau  Resource  Area  would  be  reduced  by  71.6%  in 
five  years.  On  the  other  hand,  Alternative  4  would  allow  an  increase  to 
40,415  AUMs  -  even  though  the  forage  level  allocated  to  livestock  is  identical 
to  that  of  your  proposed  action.  Obviously  there  would  be  an  initial  reduction 
in  grazing  under  Alternative  4,  but  this  reflects  the  need  to  allow  range 
recovery,  and  it  would  still  provide  the  same  cattle  level  upon  recovery. 
Why  do  all  values  except  grazing  seem  to  have  to  bear  the  brunt  of  recovery 
reductions  due  to  too  many  cattle  on  the  range?  In  this  case  it  is  obvious 
that  the  true  public  interest  would  be  to  go  with  Alternative  4,  which  would 
improve  fisheries,  increase  mule  deer,  bighorn  sheep,  antelope,  sagehens, 
and  other  wildlife  (including  sensitive  plant  communities).  What  has  been 
forgotten  is  that  the  public  has  already  subsidized  these  ranchers  by  giving 
them  AUMs  for  cattle  all  along.  Now  that  some  recovery  is  needed,  we're 
asked  to  again  have  public  or  wildlife  interest  take  it  one  the  chin.... 
it  just  doesn't  make  sense.  It  should  also  be  noted  that  Alternative  4 
-  as  opposed  to  the  proposed  action  -  is  the  one  which  is  based  on  the 
money  BLM  actually  expects  to  accrue  from  grazing  fees  and  other  receipts 
col lected  in  the  area. 
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3.     Wilderness 

I  support  the 
the  Owyhee  River  Wi 
As  I  have  stated  in 
of  the  dropped  port 
Creek,  Sheep  Creek 
public  values  of  w 
scenic  preservation 
habitat,  and  scient 
small  economic  gain 
of  undervaluing  our 
letting  ranchers  di 
the  last  chance  the 
and  obviously  wi lde 
(Just  as  an  example 
Environmental  Conce 
with  the  administra 


BLM  decision   to  recommend  Wilderness  designation  for 
'derness,   Sheep  Creek   West,   and  all   of  the  other  areas. 
other  letters,   I   urge  the  BLM  to  recommend  designation 
ions  of  Big  and  Little  Jacks  Creeks,  Duncan  Creek,  Pole 
East,  and   that   the  Brunea   Plateau  be  reconsidered.     The 
lderness  areas  include  watershed  protection,  recreation, 
,   the  conservation  of  wildlife  that  requires  a  wilderness 
.ific  research.     These  values   far  outweigh  relatively 
is   for  a   few;     we  have  got   to  get  away  from  the  history 
•  natural    resources,  giving  them  away  to  special    interests, 
ttate  policy  through  political   arm-twisting.     This   is 
se  areas  have   for  ever  getting  wilderness  recognition, 
Tness  values  cannot  otherwise  receive  adequate  protection. 
:,    Idaho  has  never   implemented   the  FLMPA's  Area  of  Critical 
irn  option,  and  special   management  categories  can  be  changed 
itive  guard.) 
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Thank  you  for  your  consideration.  I  urge  you  to  read  the  following  reference 
(which  I  am  forwarding  under  a  separate  cover  to  be  docketed  in  the  record  of 
the  Owyhee  Wilderness  Plan  Amendment/EIS) : 

U.S.   General   Accounting  Office.   July  5,   1977.     Public  Rangelands   Continue   to 
Deteriorate.     CED-77-88. 

Respectfully, 

Peter  A.  Bowler 
Star  Route 
Bliss,  Idaho 
83314 


Response  to  Letter  No-  17 

17.1  The  historic  use  of  the  Jacks  Creek  plateau  by  livestock  is 
unknown.  Current  range  condtion  and  livestock  use  Is  described  on 
page  4-16. 

17.2  The  rationale  for  the  Jacks  Creek  Pipeline  has  been  expanded.  See 
the  revised  description  of  the  proposed  action. 

17.3  See  Response  No.  3.1. 

17.4  The  revised  description  of  the  proposed  action  provides  an  updated 
cost  of  the  pipeline.   Also  see  Response  No.  2.1. 

17.5  See  Response  No.  2.2. 

17.6  See  Response  No.  2.3. 

17.7  See  Response  No.  2.5. 


Wildlife  Management  Institute 

'^&hj(__l0swy  709  Wire  Building,  1000  Vermonl   Ave  ,  N  W  .  Washington,  DC    20005-   202M47-1774 

DANIEL  A   POOLE 
I    R   JAHN 
L    L    WILLIAMSON 
lAChS    PfRKfR 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Bruneau-Kuna  Grazing  EIS 
Boise  District  Office 
3948  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  Idaho  83705 

Gentlemen: 


July  12,  1982 


The  Wildlife  Management  Institute  is  pleased  to  comment  on  BRUNEAU-KUNA 
GRAZING  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  DRAFT,  Idaho. 


I  The  plan  is  not  acceptable  for  wildlife.   Any  allocation  of  forage  that 

provides  96.1  percent  for  livestock  and  only  1.1  percent  for  wildlife  seriously 
curtails  improvement  and  enhancement  of  the  wildlife  resource. 

The  plan  is  better  than  most  for  riparian  management.   We  commend  BLM 
for  facing  up  to  some  of  the  fencing  needs.   However,  the  detailed  management 
proposed  on  page  2-7  is  only  a  shopping  list  and  there  is  no  assurance  that  the 
needed  amount  of  fencing  will  be  done. 

We  oppose  the  Jack's  Creek  pipe  line.   Although  the  preferred  alternative 
does  not  provide  for  lateral  lines,  we  believe  it  will  be  only  a  question  of  time 
until  they  would  be  constructed  to  the  detriment  of  bighorn  sheep.   New  water 
policy  will  give  water  rights  to  permittees,  giving  them  a  vested  right  to  the 
allotments  since  they  would  control  the  water.   Private  water  rights  will  insure 
that  wildlife  water  will  be  cut  off  when  cattle  water  is  shut  off. 
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Examination  of  the  maps  shows  land  treatment  (11.6  percent  of  the 
planning  unit),  both  existing  and  proposed,  is  concentrated.   This  poses  a  serious 
threat  of  monoculture  unless  diversity  standards  are  strictly  controlled. 

Our  principle  objection  to  the  plan  is  to  its  economics,  particularly 
cost-benefit  ratios,  which  are  not  shown  in  the  plan. 


BLM  Development  Costs 
Increased  Livestock  AUM 
Average  Cost  per  AUM 
Number  of  Permittees 
Average  Increase  in  AUM 

per  Permittee 
Average  Cost  (subsidy) 

per  Permittee 


2,904,000 
67,510 
$43.02 
79 
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The  discussion  and  chart  on  page  4-20  attempt  to  show  this  is  economic 
because  $4.1  million  will  be  collected  from  grazing  fees  in  twenty  years.   This 
is  a  misleading  use  of  figures.   It  represents  total  grazing  fees,  the  bulk  of 
which  is  from  livestock  AUM  already  grazed.   It  includes  no  management  costs  or 
administration  of  grazing  and  ignores  the  interest  cost  of  the  money  to  government. 


A  realistic  appraisal  would  be  based  only  on  income  fr 
AUM's  and  offsets  for  certain  public  benefits. 


increased 


With  low  grazing  fees,  we  doubt  that  the  $2,904,000  would  be  returned 
to  the  Government  in  any  reasonable  time. 

There  has  been  a  25  percent  decrease  in  the  BLM  wildlife  budget  since 
1981  for  the  entire  state  of  Idaho,  yet  massive  development  is  planned  to  benefit 
only  79  permittees. 

Some  specific  comments  follow: 

Page  2-7     #5  and  6  should  always  be  required. 

Page  2-8     There  always  is  the  alternative  of  not  developing  water  on  historic 
trails.   Livestock  do  not  always  need  the  ultimate  priority. 

Page  2-9  1st  Paragraph.   Weazel  words;  under  no  circumstances  should  livestock 
water  be  developed  within  bighorn  range. 

Table  2-12   The  wildlife  figures  indicate  that  management  priority  and  decision 
should  favor  wildlife  on  winter  ranges.   This  is  not  done.   Too 
much  browse  is  allowed  for  livestock  use.   (P  2-9) 

|  Page  3-11    What  are  "native  valley  Quail?"  Are  they  not  introduced? 

Page  4-5     Mule  deer  will  not  receive  much  benefit  by  "slightly  reducing 
competition." 

Page  4-6  1st  Paragraph.  There  is  no  real  assurance  that  the  proposed  utilization, 
cover  requirement  and  grazing  system  development  will  occur.  Failure 
of  any  one  will  kill  the  modest  wildlife  gains  planned. 
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Page  4-6     Antelope.   Why  not  adjust  livestock  stocking  rates  so  some  increase 
in  antelope  (a  public  resource)  will  occur? 

Page  4-19    Range  improvement.   Reconcile  $4.2  million  here  with  figures  in 
Table  2-4. 

Page  4-20    The  economics  are  discussed  earlier  in  our  comments.   Another 

omission  in  the  BLM  presentation  is  the  failure  to  include  interest 
costs  to  the  government.   What  is  needed  is  a  comparison  table  of 
project-no  project  and  limited  to  increased  AUM,  not  existing  AUM. 


I  U2| 


Page  4-21    It  should  be  emphasized  that  the  new  employment  from  construction 
is  temporary. 

These  remarks  have  been  coordinated  with  William  B.  Morse,  the 
Institute's  Western  Representative. 

Sincerely , 


C^u^l^^— 


Daniel  A.  Poole 
President 


57 


letter  No.  18 


18.1  See  Response  No.  2.3. 

18.2  Livestock,  operators  would  not  have  the  sole  water  rights  on  the 
Jacks  Creek.  Pipeline.  As  provided  by  BLM's  current  water  policy 
procedures,  the  permittees  may  elect  to  have  their  name  included 
with  BLM  on  the  water  permit.  In  any  case,  sufficient  water 
rights  would  be  Reserved  to  provide  for  anticipated  wildlife 
needs.  t 

18.3  The  map  shows  general  areas  where  land  treatment  would  occur.  The 
entire  area  within  shaded  areas  would  not  be  treated  because  of 
inclusions  of  nonsuitable  soils  or  vegetative  types.  In  addition, 
the  development  constraints  described  in  the  proposed  action  would 
prevent  large  monocultures. 

18.4  The  benefit/coat  ratios  found  In  this  EIS  are  intended  to  show  the 
relative  economic  efficiency  of  each  alternative  in  a  general 
sense  (see  page  4-18).  Benefit/cost  analysis  of  individual 
projects  is  done  in  conjunction  with  allotment  management  plans, 
habitat  management  plans,  or  some  other  activity  type  plan 
following  the  completion  of  the  EIS.  Such  analysis  is  done  on  an 
allotment  basis  and  considers  all  Improvements  planned  for  that 
allotment  as  well  as  the  benefits  and  costs.  The  Bureau' s  draft 
rangeland  improvement  policy,  dated  5-12-82  has  as  its  goal  to 
"Improve  the  condition  of  the  public  lands  for  multiple-use  by 
investing  in  economically  and  environmentally  sound  rangeland 
improvements."  It  goes  on  to  say  that  the  Bureau  will  invest 
funda  where  they  will  produce  a  positive  economic  return  and  will 
achieve  multiple-use  management  objectives  with  the  least 
expenditure  of  public  funda.  The  Idaho  State  Office  of  the  BLM 
has  issued  instructions  to  all  Districts  to  the  effect  that 
benefit/cost  ratios  must  be  submitted  with  each  improvement 
planned  in  the  annual  budget  submission  (Idaho  Instruction 
Memorandum's  82-72  dated  12-21-82  and  81-40  dated  11-10-80). 


This  Is  an  error, 
species  in  Idaho. 


the  California 


alley  quail  is 


Introduced 


18.9  Based  on  the  lack  of  predicted  range  improvement  on  antelope 
winter/ spring  ranges,  antelope  populations  were  predicted  to 
remain  static  in  the  Draft  EIS.  Since  this  does  not  meet  our  land 
use  planning  objective,  improvement  of  the  antelope  winter/spring 
ranges  will  receive  management  priority  (see  measures  to  improve 
antelope  habitat  In  the  revised  proposed  action).  These  measures 
would  allow  antelope  populations  to  Increase. 

18.10  Page  4-19  says  the  $4.2  million  In  range  improvement  costs  is 
broken  into  government  costs  of  $2.9  million  and  rancher  coats  of 
$1.3  million.   Table  2-4  says  the  same  thing. 

18.11  Interest  costs  of  money  used  in  developing  range  Improvements  is 
captured  in  the  discounting  process  of  estimating  benefit/cost 
ratios  and  net  present  .  worth  (see  page  4-18) .  See  page  2-26, 
Table  2-12  for  a  comparison  of  Impacts  without  the  proposal 
(Alternative  1)  and  with  the  proposal  and  other  alternatives. 

18.12  Comparison  of  year  5  and  year  20  employment  Impacts  in  Table  4-8 
show  the  majority  of  construction  jobs  to  be  temporary  in  nature. 


Management  and  grazing  administration  was  considered  a  fixed  cost 
in  this  analysis  and  not  likely  to  ohange  significantly  due  to  the 
proposed  action  or  alternatives.  The  grazing  fees  were  not  used 
in  the  calculation  of  the  alternative's  overall  benefit/cost 
ratio.  The  net  present  worth  of  the  current  average  annual 
grazing  fees  in  the  EIS  area  (over  20  years)  Is  $3.6  million.  Of 
all  grazing  fees  collected,  only  that  portion  returned  to  the 
Federal  Treasury  (37  1/21)  Is  not  required  to  be  used  for  range 
Improvements  in  accordance  with  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act  of  1934,  as 
amended . 


Assuming  current  actual  use  of  189,800  AUMs,  $2. 
grazing  fees  would  be  collected  In  roughly  8  years. 


nillion  in 


It  is  felt  that  this  amount  of  vegetation  would  provide  adequate 
forage  for  desired  population  levels- 
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1121  Willow,  Caldwell,  Idaho     83605 
July  15,  198? 


Mr.  Martin  J.  Zimmer,  District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Boise  District  Office 
3948  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  Idaho  83705 

Dear  Mr.  Z inner: 

We  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Bruneau-Kuna  Grazing  EIS,  and  our  comments 
follow: 

It  appears  that  recreation  resources  will  not  be  greatly  affected  by  any 
alternative,  but  the  proposed  action  is  characterized  as  causing  rec- 
reation quality  to  improve,  and  recreation  use  to  increase. 

With  regard  to  wilderness,  we  agree  with  your  procedure  of  protecting 
both  suitable  and  non-suitable  acreage  within  wilderness  study  areas  by 
managing  such  lands  under  the  Wilderness  Interim  Management  Policy  until 
they  are  released  from  the  wilderness  review  process. 

Your  coordination  with  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  with 
regard  to  cultural  or  historic  impacts  should  be  continued  and  we  will 
defer  to  his  comments  in  this  regard. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  document. 

Sincerely 


/OU  ^^^^ 


Martin  J.  Zimmer 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Bruneau-Iuna  Grafting  EIS 
Boise  District  Office 
39U9  Development  Avenue 
Boise,    Idaho     83705 

Dear  Mr.  Zimmer: 

During  the  past  23  years  of  teaching,   I  have  found  that  the  l4aho  -atoutenta, 
in  general,   were  very  Interested  in  conservation.     I  certainly  am,  and  I 
like  to  think  I  an  writing  in  behalf  of  those  students  as  veil  aa  myself 
in  support  of  conservation  of  the  Owyhee  atoa  »y  the  restoration  of  the 
dsnitens  of  that  historic,   scenic,   and  valuable  land. 

I  have   seen  vhat  original  land  environs  look  like  when  a  audi   amount 
of  protection  to  that  environ  is  made*     grasaea  which  grow  taller  than  a 
man.  wildlife  returning,    rare  flowers, growing  blossom  and   seed  again. 

Tea,   I  definitely  support  the   original  habitat  concept! 

Sincerely, 

Enid   I.  hooban 


Richard  L.  Winters 
Associate  Regional  Director 
Recreation  Resources  and 
Professional  Services 
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July  16,  1982 

Martin  J.  Zimmer 
Boise  District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
3948  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  ID   83705 

Re:   DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  ON  THE  PROPOSED 

GRAZING  MANAGEMENT  PROGRAM  FOR  THE  BRUNEAU-KUNA  PLANNING 
UNIT  AND  THE  SOUTHERN  PORTION  OF  THE  OWYHEE  RESOURCE  AREA 
(Garat  and  "45"  allotments) 

Dear  Joe: 

As  noted  in  my  statement  at  the  public  hearing  (Boise,  Idaho, 
July  1,  1982)  on  the  above-referenced  document,  further  written 
'  comments  on  its  contents  would  be  submitted  by  the  Natural  Re- 
sources Defense  Council,  Inc.  (NRDC)  and  the  Idaho  Wildlife  Fed- 
eration, Inc.(IWF).   Accordingly,  we  submit  the  following  com- 
ments for  consideration  in  drafting  the  Final  Bruneau-Kuna  Grazing 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) . 

As  you  no  doubt  already  know,  NRDC  and  IWF  are  both  non-profit 
conservation  membership  organizations  that  have  long  been  con- 
cerned about  the  management  and  current  conditions  of  the  publicly 
owned  rangelands  in  Idaho  and  other  western  states.   We  have  sought, 
urged,  and  supported  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  efforts  to 
manage  livestock  grazing  on  these  lands  according  to  the  multiple 
use  and  stewardship  principles  mandated  by  the  Federal  Land  Policy 
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and  Management  Act  (FLPMA)  as  well  as  to  improve  the  productivity 
of  the  rangeland  environment  for  all  resources,  including  wildlife, 
as  required  by' the  Public  Rangelands  Improvement  Act  (PRIA) .   We  have 
also  sought,  urged  and  supported  BLM  efforts  to  comply  with  the  re- 
quirements of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  and  other 
applicable  law  in  accomplishing  this  task.   Indeed,  we  believe  that 
adequate  range  EISs  provide  the  key  means  by  which  management  actions 
necessary  to  comply  with  these  laws  can  be  identified,  implemented, 
and  supported. 

We  find,  however,  that  the-  subject  draft  EIS  does  not  meet  this  test 
nor  does  it  warrant  our  support.   As  I  indicated  at  the  public  hear- 
ing, the  draft  does  not  reflect  the  hard-won  progress  made  by  the 
Bureau  since  it  first  began  preparing  grazing  statements.   Instead, 
the  draft  suffers  from  many  of  the  same  inadequacies  that  charac- 
terized the  Challis  EIS  and  other  early  statements.   As  was  the  case 
with  the  proposed  actions  addressed  in  those  statements ,  the  proposed 
action  which  is  the  subject  of  this  draft  subordinates  all  resources 
of  the  area  to  one  use  --  livestock.   Like  the  early  statements,  this 
draft  does  not  provide  an  adequate  description  of,  and  rationale  for, 
the  proposed  action.   It  does  not  substantiate  the  benefits  that  will 
allegedly  result  from  implementation  of  proposed  management  actions 
and  fails  to  provide  available  data  which  could  be  used  to  evaluate 
those  actions  and  their  impacts.   The  draft  does  not  address  properly 
selected  alternatives  and  fails  to  provide  both  an  adequate  economic 
impact  analysis  and  relevant  economic  information.   In  addition,  the 
draft  apparently  does  not  comply  with  existing  BLM  range  policy  and 
does  not  provide  any  means  by  which  to  relate  the  proposal  thereto. 
In  what  follows,  these  concerns  are  discussed  in  greater  detail. 

Although  the  draft  asserts  that  "(t)he  proposed  action  and  alter- 
natives have  been  developed  from  the  multiple  use  recommendations 
found  in  the  land  use  plans  for  the  area,"  p.  1-1,  it  fails  to 
provide  a  sufficient  explanation  of  the  relationship  between  the 
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alternatives  considered,  including  the  proposed  action,  and 
those  plans.   For  example,  although  it  lists  "major  objectives" 
of  the  proposed  action,  pp. 2-1  and  2-2,  it  does  not  explain 
the  relationship  of  those  objectives  to  plan  "recommendations" 
or  the  "coordination  guidelines  for  multiple  use  and  management 
objectives  to  be  achieved  for  each  class  of  land  use  or  pro- 
tection," p.  G-3.   In  fact,  the  draft  provides  no  description  of 
the  recommendations  or  guidelines.   It  also  does  not  provide  a 
description  of  the  basic  land  allocations  and  tradeoffs  which 
they  represent  and  the  reasons  therefor;  nor,  does  it  provide  an 
analysis  of  those  reasons  and  the  adequacy  of  the  proposed  rec- 
ommendations . 

Similarly,  the  draft  EIS,  p.  1-1,  states:  "the  purpose  of  the 
proposal  is  to  maintain  or  improve  soil,  water  and  vegetative  re- 
sources within  the  area.   It  is  also  intended  to  provide  forage  for 
livestock  and  wildlife  using  the  area."   The  draft  does  not  describe, 
explain,  or  otherwise  provide  any  clue  as  to  how  this  purpose  was 
arrived  at  or  what,  if  any,  relationship  it  has  to  individual  MFPs. 

The  subject  draft  not  only  fails  to  explain  the  relationship  be- 
tween the  proposed  action  and  the  area's  land  use  plans,  it  pro- 
vides no  underlying  reasons  for  the  major  objectives  of  that  action, 
pp.  2-1  and  2-2,  and  its  major  components.   For  example,  the  draft 
totally  fails  to  explain  why  BLM  has  decided  to  implement  intensive 
management  of  livestock  in  the  area.   Nor  does  it  provide  any  ex- 
planation for  other  elements  of  the  proposed  action  or  for  the  bias 
to  accommodate  livestock  grazing  that  characterizes  these  elements, 
including : 

the  proposal  to  increase  livestock  use  over  current  levels 
despite  the  draft's  own  admission  (Chapter  3,  p.  3-3)  that 
73  percent  of  the  range  is  currently  in  poor  and  fair  condi- 
tion; that  current,  apparent  trend  indicates  82  percent  of 
the  area  is  either  downward  or  non-apparent  (static) ;  and 
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wildlife  habitat  (deer,  antelope,  sage  grouse,  etc.)  is 
rated  as  being  in  poor  to  fair  ecological  condition  as  re- 
gards their  particular  habitat  requirements; 

the  proposal  to  make  a  concerted  effort  to  develop  water 
sources  within  the  next  5  years,  p.  2-5,  --  at  considerable 
public  expense  --  to  utilize  and/or  make  available  to 
domestic  livestock  forage  in  areas  not  currently  grazed 
by  them; 

the  proposal  to  allocate  forage  initially  to  livestock  on 
the  basis  of  "the  total  amount  of  forage  which  could  be 
properly  used  by  livestock  provided  allotments  are  ade- 
quately watered."  p.  2-5  (emphasis  added); 

the  proposal  to  violate  the  Little  Jacks/Big  Jacks  Creek 
area  through  construction  of  a  water  pipeline,  an  action 
which  could  jeopardize  the  re-introduced  California  bighorn 
sheep  population,  p.  4-7,  and  cause  an  irretrievable  lose 
of  five  to  ten  animals;— 

the  proposed  disproportionate  allocation  of  forage  to  wild- 
life, and  the  apparent  attempt  to  buttonhole  wildlife  into 
a  corner  of  "reasonable  numbers"  and  keep  them  in  that  corner 
as  illustrated  by  the  use  of  the  same  allocation  for  all  "al- 


ternatives," see  Table  2-1, 


2-3; 
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-  We  were  unable  to  find  any  place  in  the  draft  at  which  the 
fact  that  this  result  would  violate  one  of  the  "major  objectives" 
of  the  proposed  action  was  even  acknowledged.   Indeed,  Table  2-12, 
wrongly  states  that  management  goals  will  be  met  with  implementation 
of  the  proposed  action. 

—  Much  of  the  discussion  on  fisheries  and  wildlife  contained 
in  Chapters  2  and  3  portray  the  adverse  impacts  of  grazing  upon 
fish  and  wildlife  habitat  in  general  --  and  leave  it  there.   There 
is  little  or  no  specific  assessment  made  on  specific  area6 ,  prac- 
tices, or  species.   Why  not,  and  what  role  does  forage  allocation, 
hence  intensity  of  grazing,  have  on  the  fish  and  wildlife  resources 
of  the  Bruneau  and  Owyhee  Resource  Areas  involved? 
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the  extensive  project  development  and  land  treatment 
proposals,  pp.  2-9  and  2-10;—  and 


the  economic  analysis  which  is  no  more  than  an  enumeration 
of  "ranch  budgets"  and  ignores  all  other  value(s)  of  the 
public  lands,  including  other  economic  values,  and  all 
other  publics  dependent  upon  or  benefitting  from  such 


value(s)  of  the  public  lands 


4/ 


Other  examples  of  the  lack  of  balance  which  typifies  the  proposed 
action  and  the  lack  of  adequate  explanation  which  characterize  the 
draft  include : 

Forage  allocation  methodology:   Either  the  50%  utilization 
level  (take  half/leave  half)  or  biological  limit  level 
are  accepted  methods  for  determining  allowable  forage  use 
levels.   However,  it  seems  the  BLM  proposes  to  impose  a 
rather  artitrary  and  difficult  to  administer  utilization 
level  between  the  Bruneau  and  Owyhee  Resource  Areas.   The 
stated  rationale  for  this  difference  in  use  level  allocation 


3/ 

—  The  draft  not  only  provides  no  justification  for  these  pro- 
jects, it  provides  no  site-specific  location  for  them  or  assessment 
of  their  impacts  upon  wildlife,  watershed,  or  other  resource/public 
value  beyond  a  general  claim  of  their  benefit  "to  achieve  better 
distribution  of  livestock,  increase  livestock  forage  production,  im- 
prove watershed  condition,  and  improve  the  conditions  of  areas  for 
wildlife,"  p.  2-10. 


We  are  shocked  by  the  omi 
mation  since  the  Bureau  has  appa 
mental  assessments  on  many  of  th 
it  is  impossible  to  relate  those 
projects  that  are  a  part  of  the 

4/ 

—  All  recreational  pursuits 
etc.  --  any  value  except  rancher 
eluded  from  economic  efficiency 
no  equity  in  such  an  analysis, 
the  proposed  action  are  included 
the  program  (monitoring,  etc.) 
for  in  the  economic  analysis. 


ssion  of  this  site-specific  infor- 
rently  long  since  prepared  environ- 
ese  same  projects.   Unfortunately, 
environmental  assessments  to  the 
proposed  action. 

hunting,  fishing,  backpacking, 
/livestock  considerations  are  ex- 
equity  consideration.   There  is 
Furthermore,  not  all  costs  of 

. :  administrative  cost  for 
should  be  costed  out  and  accounted 
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is  specious  in  our  view  and  most  difficult  to  monitor 
and  enforce.   It  implies  a  degree  of  sophistication  in 
management  that  does  not  track  with  BLM  capability  to 
administer  such  a  program. 

We  take  exception  to  the  50%  use  factor  (Appendix  B, 
p.  B-l)  for  cheatgrass  under  any  circumstance.   Is  BLM 
admitting  defeat  and  agreeing  to  manage  poor  condition, 
over-utilized  range  as  an  annual  range?   To  do  so  is 
to  relegate  such  rangeland  environments  to  continued  abuse 
and  an  abandonment  -of  management  responsibility.   It  is 
hoped  BLM  could  do  better  and  devise  a  rangeland  manage- 
ment program  (inclusive  of  artificial  rehabilitation)  that 
will  restore  these  rangeland  environments. 


Range  suitability  methodology.   Appendix  B,  p.  B-4,  not 

only  portrays  the  livestock  bias  of  this  draft,  it  also 

serves  as  an  example  of  its  sometimes  misleading  contents. 

A  casual  reading  leaves  an  impression  that  adjustments  for 

lands  not  suited  for  livestock  grazing  were,  in  fact,  made. 

The  second  paragraph  ends  that  impression  when  it  is  found 

that  the  claimed  65%  adjustment  for  the  McConnell  Allotment 

(823)  amounts  to  a  whopping  2,522  acres  out  of  a  total  EIS 

area  of  some  2.4  million  acres  and  that  this  is  the  only  area 

\\   where  adjustments  were  made  for  slopes  in  excess  of  50%. 

5/ 
Really,  now,  who  is  kidding  whom?—  And  why? 


21.11 


-The  draft  EIS  makes 
(SVIM)  and  a  third  order  s 
Soil  Survey  standards)  was 
available  to  BLM  personnel 
states  that  the  soil  surve 
helping  establish  potentia 
initial  stocking  rates 
draft  EIS  does  not  explain 
not  made  part  of  the  subje 
or  interpreted  in  compilat 
such  data  could  establish 
erosion  hazard,  etc.),  but 


no  secret  that  a  Soil  Vegetation  Inventory 
urvey  (which  meets  the  National  Cooperative 

conducted  in  the  EIS  area  1979-81  and  is 

for  planning  purposes,  p.  3-4.   The  text 
y  was  used  for  evaluating  land  use  potential 
1  natural  plant  communities,  establishing 
d  evaluating  erosion  hazards.   However,  the 

why  available  soils/vegetative  data  were 
ct  document  or  how  such  data  were  used  and/ 
ion  and  drafting  of  the  draft  EIS.   Also, 
the  basis  for  range  suitability  (slope, 

were  apparently  overlooked  in  this  regard. 
(continued,  next  page) 
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The  remainder  of  the  discussion  on  range  suitability 
treats  lack  of  water  as  a  factor  in  determining  usa- 
bility/suitability of  the  rangeland  environment  as  regards 
livestock  usage  only.   No  discussion  is  provided  of  areas 
without  water  as  they  contribute  to  or  accommodate  other 
rangeland  values,  i.e.,  watershed,  wildlife  habitat, 
wilderness ,  etc. 

Pages  B-4  and  B-5  are  further  variations  on  the  same 
theme  --  accommodation  of  livestock  grazing  with  no  ra- 
tionale or  trade  offs  given  for  the  statements  or  con- 
clusions made.   Of  particular  interest  is  the  matter  of 
"Season  of  Use  Restrictions"  with  the  selection  of  the  Pro- 
posed Action  over  the  so-called  Reduced  Livestock  Use  Al- 
ternative (Alternative  4) .   Several  discussions  in  the 
text,  pp.  v(?),  2-19,  and  4-44  as  well  as  Table  2-12, 
pp.  2-24  through  2-26,  describe  the  many  benefits  accruing 
to  the  rangeland  environment  by  delaying  livestock  turnout 
dates  to  May  15th.   Even  the  "economic  assessment"  of  this 
so-called  alternative  failed  to  fault  this  option  to  any 
extent.   Why,  then,  was  it  dropped  when  the  Proposed  Action 
was  selected?   What  rationale  prompted  this  decision? 

Monitoring.   It  is  clear  from  the  draft  that  excessive 
utilization  or  other  "slippage,"  (delay  in  AMP  development, 
etc.)  in  implementation  and  monitoring  of  the  proposed 
action  will  prevent  realization  of  the  "benefits"  which 
are  predicted  to  result.   See   pp.  4-18,  4-19,  and  B-10. 
The  draft  explicitly  assumes  that  the  manpower  needed  to 
achieve  the  administration/monitoring  that  is  part  of  the 
proposed  action  will  be  available  to  the  Bureau.   We  submit 
that  this  assumption  has  never  been  justifiable,  given  the 


(continued  from  previous  page)   We  are  dismayed  by  the  waste 
of  time,  data  and  public  monies  that  failure  to  use  these  data 
represents. 
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21.17 


BLM's  historic  lack  of  adequate  funding  and  personnel. 
Given  the  Bureau's  current  budget  realities,  to  say 
nothing  of  the  requirements  of  the  new  range  policy,  this 
assumption  borders  on  deliberate  misrepresentation. 
In  addition  to  supplying  the  reasons  and  other  omitted 
information  identified  above,  the  final  EIS  must  explain 
what  kind  of  monitoring  will  be  done,  provide  reasonable 
estimates  of  its  cost,  assess  the  likelihood  of  receiving 
the  needed  funds ,  and  analyze  the  environmental  impacts 
of  not  having  them. 


60 


In  addition  to  failing  to  provide  sufficient  necessary  information 
regarding  the  proposed  action,  its  elements  and  its  relationship 
to  the  area's  land  use  plans,  the  draft  EIS  also  fails  to  sub- 
stantiate the  environmental  impacts  that  are  predicted  to  result 
from  implementation  of  the  alternatives  considered,  particularly 
the  proposed  action.   Indeed,  the  draft  fails  to  specify  any  par- 
ticular grazing  system  for  any  area,  let  alone  analyze  the  impacts 
on  that  area.   Instead,  readers  are  asked  to  assume  not  only  that 
the  proposed  action,  including  all  its  elements,  was  properly 
arrived  at,  but  also  that  it  will,  in  fact,  "work."   Thus,  for 
example,  the  discussion  of  the  environmental  consequences  of  the 
proposal  blithely  asserts  that  "(p)roper  stocking  levels,  imple- 
mentation of  grazing  management,  and  proper  utilization  of  key 
forage  plants  would  benefit  antelope  habitat."   P.  4-6.   Similarly, 
despite  the  fact  that  the  draft  reveals  that  some  negative  impacts 
will  result,  the  statement  contains  no  discussion  of  any  mitigating 
measures.   More  than  any  other  defect,  the  "trust  us"  attitude 
which  pervades  the  draft  suggests  that  the  Bureau  has  forgotten 
much  of  what  it  learned  with  so  much  difficulty  regarding  the  con- 
, tents  of  EISs. 

As  has  been  noted,  we  believe  the  alternatives  considered  in  the 
draft  impact  statement  have  been  improperly  selected.   While  they 
do  encompass  various  levels  of  livestock  use,  they  clearly  reveal 
a  predetermined  intention  to  implement  intensive  management  on 
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the  vast  majority  of  lands  in  the  Bruneau-Kuna  Planning  Units  and 
southern  portion  of  the  Owyhee  Resource  Area.   Thus,  no  one  expects 
BLM  to  discontinue  livestock  grazing  totally  in  this  or  any  EIS 
area.—   Similarly,  no  one  would  want  --  or  expect  --  BLM  to  permit 
the  continued  abuse  of  publicly-owned  resources  that  is  resulting 
from  current  management  practices.   Each  of  the  two  remaining  so- 
called  alternatives  involves  an  intensive  management  scheme  that 
imposes  increased  livestock  demand  upon  a  deteriorating  or,  at 
best,  static  resource  base  and  is  essentially  identical  to  the  pro- 
posed action  (See  Table  2-12,  pp.  2-24  through  2-26).   They  are 
clearly  not  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.   Instead  they  are 
simply  variations  on  it. 

NEPA,  however,  requires  the  consideration  of  genuine  alternatives, 
not  variations.   At  a  minimum,  therefore,  the  final  impact  state- 
ment must  consider  a  non-intensive  management  alternative.—  Either 
this  alternative  or  an  additional  one  might  well  incorporate  other 
MFP  recommendations  that  may  have  been  modified  or  rejected  as  well 
as  comprehensive  protection  of  bighorn  sheep  habitat,  riparian  eco- 
systems, and  proposed  wilderness  areas  (WSAs) ,  etc.,  that  are  not 
addressed  in  the  draft  EIS. 
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21.20 


Finally,  we  are  concerned  about  the  draft  EIS's  apparent  lack  of 
compliance  with  two  of  BLM's  current  range  policies  --  water  and 
grazing  management  --  and  the  lack  of  any  means  to  relate  the  pro- 
posal to  those  policies.   As  you  may  already  know,  NRDC  and  IWF  do 
not  believe  those  policies  will  achieve  management  of  rangeland 
resources  in  a  manner  benefitting  all  publics  and  their  interest 
--an  apt  criticism  of  the  subject  draft  EIS.   Leaving  their  sub- 
stance aside,  however,  we  have  the  following  concerns  about  their 
relationship  to  the  proposed  action. 


Water.   Given  the  extensive  proposed  water  developments 
contemplated  in  the  EIS,  what  is  the  status  of  such  water 
under  the  BLM  policy  as  regards  wildlife,  recreation, 
or  other  public  use(s)?   For  example,  were  the  Little 
Jacks  Creek  pipeline  to  be  constructed  providing  exten- 
sion of  domestic  livestock  grazing  into  the  area,  who 
would  file  for  the  water  rights,  the  BLM  or  the  operator? 
When  the  grazing  season  ends  and  livestock  are  removed, 
will  the  water  be  turned  off.   Why  wasn't  information  pro- 
vided for  this  proposed  project  and  all  other  proposed 
water  developments  to  clarify  this  significant  issue 
in  the  use  and  allocation  of  public  land  resources? 


I? 


—The  principal  reason  for  analyzing  the  no  grazing  alter- 
native is  to  provide  baseline  enviroomental  information  against 
which  to  measure  the  impacts  of  all  the  other  alternatives,  in- 
cluding the  proposed  action. 

—  Reference  is  made  to  my  comments  dated  January  18,  1982, 
where  it  was  suggested  to  draft  an  alternative  which  addresses 
BLM's  stewardship  commitment  under  the  FLPMA  and  PRIA  --  a  Multiple 
Use  Alternative!   An  alternative  that  fairly  assesses  resources, 
resource  capability,  and  with  land  allocation  predicated  upon 
such  criteria.   You  won't  "maximize"  anything,  but  could  strive 
to  achieve  multiple  use  as  defined  in  FLPMA,  Section  103(c)  and 
to  realize  the  national  policy  and  commitment  as  defined  in  PRIA, 
Section  2.(b),  (2).   And,  in  accordance  with  PRIA,  Section  5.(c), 
rangeland  improvements  could  be  identified,  programmed  and  funded 
(to  the  extent  funds  provided)  through  utilization  of  range 
betterment  funds. 


21.21 


Grazing  management.   How  were  the  two  levels  of  grazing  man- 
agement determined,  pp.  2-5,  2-6?   Do  the  "intensive"  and 
"less  intensive"  categories  correspond  to  the  "I"  (Intensive) 
and  "C"  (Custodial)  categories  of  BLM  policy?   If  so,  how 
are  they  related?   What  input  from  the  livestock  operator 
and  public,  generally,  led  to  the  classification?   On  what 
data  base  were  these  classifications  made  and  on  what 


reasons  were  they  based? 


,8/ 


8/ 

-  The  document  text  leads  the  reader  to  conclude  that  the  class- 
ification was  made  rather  arbitrarily  --  on  the  basis  of  plans  (AMPs) , 

(continued,  next  page) 
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21.21 


If  the  two  levels  do  not  correspond  to  the  BLM's  new 
management  categories,  when  will  the  new  policy  be  applied 
in  this  area,  how  will  it  be  applied  and,  most  importantly, 
what  changes  will  it  necessitate  be  made  in  the  proposed 
action?   For  example,  will  the  proposed  allocations  have 
to  be  changed?   Will  other  management  actions  be  abandoned 
in  any  area  as  the  result  of  their  classification  under 
the  new  policy  and  what  will  be  the  environmental  impacts 
thereof?   Similarly,  how  much  additional  money  will  be 
necessary  to  fulfill  the  added  monitoring  responsibilities 
envisioned  by  the  new  policy? 


In  conclusion,  we  reiterate  our  disappointment  with  this  draft  and 
the  Bureau's  biased  approach  to  resolution  of  the  serious  resource 
allocation/management  problems  involving  livestock  which  exist  in 
the  subject  area.   As  indicated,  this  disappointment  stems  in 
large  part  from  the  Bureau's  apparent  willingness  to  ignore  the 
progress  made  and  the  lessons  learned  since  it  first  began  writing 
these  documents.   In  addition,  as  stated  at  the  public  hearing, 
our  disappointment  stems  from  the  fact  that  the  concerns  and  sug- 
gestions IWF  submitted  in  response  to  BLM's  request  were  ignored 
in  drafting  this  document  and  in  developing  the  proposed  action. 
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program  that  only  accommodates  a  select  user  group  and  does  so 
only  through  continued  subsidization  of  public  monies  and  public 
land  values. 

Sincerely. 
William  R.  Meiners 


JdHajfcia  H.  Wald 


We  thank  you  in  advance  for  your  consideration  of  these  comments. 
Hopefully,  they  will  assist  you  and  your  staff  in  drafting  an 
improved  final  grazing  impact  statement  for  the  subject  area 
that  will  lead  to  implementation  of  a  sound,  environmentally  res- 
ponsible rangeland  program  benefitting  all  publics  rather  than  a 


(continued  from  previous  page)   grazing  systems,  etc.,  that  have 

yet  to  be  determined.   This  conclusion  reinforces  our  concern  about 

the  BLM's  failure  to  provide  sufficient  information  by  which  to 

assess  and  judge  whether  grazing  systems  (whatever  they  may  be) ,  seasons 

of  use,  utilization  levels,  etc.,  are  applicable  and  enforceable. 
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Response    to   Letter   No.    21 


predicted 
section. 


to  be  impacted  by  the  proposal .    See  text  change 


The  land  use  plan  objectives  and 
plan  recommendations  that  would 
tives  have  been  added  to  the  re 
action.    Conflicting  resource 


rationale  as  well  as  the  land  use 
>e  required  to  achieve  the  objec- 
ised  description  of  the  proposed 
management  recommendations,  the 
proposed  resolution  for  con-flictlng  recommendations,  the 
rationale  for  final  recommendations  and  resource  trade  offs  are 
also  shown.  The  adequacy  of  the  proposed  recommendations 
isassessed  in  the  environmental  consequences  chapter  of  the  EIS- 


The  purpose  for  the  proposed  action  has  been  expanded, 
change  section. 


Response  No.  21.1. 


See  text 


21.10a  Site  specific  locations  are  not  available  for  most  projects  at 
this  time .  As  site  specific  locations  are  identified ,  an 
environmental  assessment  would  be  prepared  to  assess  any  Impacts 
not  addressed  in  this  EIS.  The  impacts  of  proposed  projects  on 
wildlife,  watershed,  and  other  resource  values  was  based  on  the 
type  and  nature  of  impacts  that  normally  occur  from  this  type  of 
project  development.   Also  see  Response  No.  27.12. 

21.11  It  Is  not  possible  to  quantify  the  costs  associated  with 
monitoring  at  this  time.  It  is  anticipated  that  administrative 
costs  as  well  as  monitoring  costs  would  remain  relatively  constant 
for  the  proposal  and  all  alternatives  except  No  Grazing  or 
Continue  Present  Management. 


21.4  The  revised  description  of  the  proposed  action  in  Chapter  II  has 
been  rewritten  to  clarify  the  description  and  rationale  for  these 
management  measures. 

21.5  See  response  above.  The  19  miles  of  pipeline  proposed  in  the 
proposed  action  would  not  jeopardize  the  bighorn  sheep  herd  on 
Little  Jacks  Creek.  The  development  of  this  portion  of  the 
pipeline  may  result  in  the  displacement  of  5-10  bighorn  sheep 
from  habitat  currently  used  by  the  sheep.  It  is  not  known  if 
these  animals  would  be  lost  or  not. 

21.6  Reasonable  numbers  represent  the  future  big  game  population  goals 
for  the  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Came.  Because  forage  is 
allocated  initially  to  cover  these  future  populations  goals ,  the 
AUM  allocation  did  not  change  over  time.  As  a  result  of  public 
Input,  the  proposed  action  has  been  changed  to  provide  for  future 
wildlife  allocation  increases  should  the  management  goals  for 
wildlife  increase.   See  text  change  section. 

21.7  Chapter  4,  Environmental  Consequences,  d-escribes  the  significant 
Impacts  of  the  proposed  level  of  grazing  use.  Where  appropriate, 
impacts  are  described  for  specific  areas  or  species.  This  Is  done 
in  those  Instances  where  impacts  between  areas  are  different.  If 
impacts  to  a  resource  are  Blmilar  throughout  the  study  area,  they 
are  discussed  on  study  area  or  population  area  basis. 

21.8  The  impact  of  forage  allocations  or  the  level  of  grazing  use  is 
discussed  in  both  the  terrestrial  and  fisheries  sections  of 
Chapter  4. 

21.9  See  response  .4. 

21.10  The  economic  analysis  in  this  EIS  looked  at  all  elements  of  public 
land  use  that  were  quantifiable  In  economic  terms.  This  Included 
Impacts  to  ranchers,  hunters,  and  service  support  Industries.  The 
economics  section  has  been  expanded  to  show  the  economic  value  of 
increased  hunter  day  use  which  was  the  only  recreation  pursuit 


21.12  Because  livestock  readily  consume  cheatgrass ,  during  the  spring 
months  it  is  felt  that  50Z  of  its  annual  production  can  be  grazed 
without  exceeding  the  proper  use  levels  of  deired  perennial 
vegetation  which  may  also  be  present.  Nowhere  in  the  EIS  area  is 
BLM  managing  for  annual  rangelands .  Utilization  and  trend  studies 
will  be  established  to  monitor  range  condition  improvement.  If 
allocating  50Z  of  the  cheatgrass  production  to  livestock  results 
In  over-utilization  of  desirable  perennial  vegetation,  stocking 
levels  would  be  reduced. 

21.13  Forage  was  also  not  allocated  on  a  portion  of  the  rock  outcrop 
range  site  (major  canyonlands) .  This  data  has  been  added  to  the 
Final  EIS.   See  text  change  section. 

21.14  So  lis/ vegetation  data  was  Included  in  the  EIS  where  it  was  felt 
appropriate  to  describe  or  clarify  impacts.  Because  of  the  volume 
of  data  generated  from  the  inventory ,  it  is  not  possible  to 
Include  all  of  It  in  the  EIS.  The  survey  was  used  as  the  basis 
for  rangesuitability  for  selected  sites-  See  comment  .13.  It  was 
not  used  to  determine  suitability  on  other  areas  because  data 
concerning  the  availability  of  livestock  water,  which  must  be  used 
in  conjunction  with  slope  criteria  in  determining  suitability,  was 
not  adequate. 

21.15  The  discussion  of  range  suitability  on  these,  page  B-5,  is  limited 
to  determining  the  level  of  grazing  use  that  can  be  allowed  while 
remaining  within  the  capability  of  the  soil  and  vegetative 
resources  to  maintain  or  Improve  their  current  condition.  The 
suitability  or  use  of  the  vegetative  resource  by  and  between  other 
resources  and  livestock  grazing  Is  discussed  In  the  description  of 
the  proposed  action  and  in  the  environmental  consequences  chapter. 

21.16  The  rationale  for  the  proposed  action  has  been  expanded  in  the 
revised  description  of  proposed  action.   See  text  change  section. 


The  type  of  monitoring  studies  anticipated  is  described  in  the 
monitoring  section  of  the  proposed  action.  The  cost  of  this 
program  cannot  be  determined  at  this  time.  Because  the  exact 
amount  of  funding  or  monitoring  capability  is  not  known,  it  is  not 
possible  to  identify  specific  impacts  of  not  having  them-  Some  of 
the  actions  that  may  occur  as  a  result  of  a  reduced  monitoring 
capability  are:  1)  the  intensity  or  level  of  monitoring  may  be 
reduced,  2)  forage  increases,  which  would  not  be  allowed  unless 
monitoring  studies  demonstrate  that  additional  forage  la 
available,  would  not  be  allowed , 

and  -J)  the  priority 
for  monitoring  various  allotments  could  change. 

Livestock  operators  or  other  public  land  users  could  supply 
the  necessary  manpower  to  implement  the  monitoring  program  if 
Bureau  funds  are  not  adequate. 


21.18  The  revised  description 
additional  measures  to 
resources ■ 


>f  the  proposed  action  has  identified 
nhance  or   improve  wildlife  and  other 


The  revised  description  of  the  proposed  action  addresses  water 
rights  and  the  provisions  for  wildlife  water  on  proposed  water 
developments . 

The  rationale  for  intensive  and  less  intensive  management  Is 
described  in  the  revised  description  of  the  proposed  action. 
These  categories  do  not  correspond  to  the  "Maintain",  "Improve", 
or  "Custodial"  categories  of  the  new  Grazing  Management  Policy 
(BLM  Instruction  Memorandum  No.  82-292).  Implementation  of  the 
new  grazing  management  policy  will  be  initiated  following 
completion  of  the  EIS.  Development  of  criteria  for  management 
categories  and  the  placement  of  allotments  into  appropriate 
categories  will  be  accomplished  with  input  from  livestock 
operators  and  other  interested  publics.  It  is  not  anticipated 
that  this  categorization  would  necessitate  any  changes  in  the 
proposed  management  for  the  area.  The  categorization  will  be 
primarily  used  to  aid  in  setting  priorities  and  implementing  of 
management  proposals  and  monitoring  needs.  It  is  not  anticipated 
that  any  additional  monitoring  needs  would  be  required  as  a  result 
of  the  new  policy. 


21.19  The  development  of  an  additional  alternat lve  was  considered  for 
Inclusion  in  the  Pinal  EIS.  However,  an  additional  alternative 
was  not  developed  due  to  the  following  reasons: 

1)  Mitigation  measures  and  additional  1  lvestock  management 
constraints  have  been  Incorporated  into  the  proposed  action 
which  partially  mitigate  the  adverse  impacts  associated  with 
the  proposed  action. 

2)  Alternative  4,  Reduced  Livestock  Use,  assesses  additional 
measures  which  would  eliminate  adverse  Impacts  and  satisfy 
resource  objectives  that  would  not  be  obtained  in  the  proposed 
action. 

3)  The  land  use  plan  objectives  and  recommendations  for  the  area 
does  not  indicate  a  need  or  opportunity  to  consider  a 
non-intensive  livestock  management  program  for  the  area.  In 
areas  where  grazing  conflicts  exist  or  where  livestock  grazing 
use  is  inappropriate,  conflicting  resource  recommendations 
have  been  resolved  In  favor  of  other  resource  uses  or  values. 

4)  Land  use  plan  objectives  are  attainable  through  the  proposed 
action  or  alternatives  presented. 

5)  Rye  source  capability  was  considered  in  the  development  of  the 
proposed  action.  Measures  or  constraints  that  are  necessary 
to  ensure  that  the  proposed  level  of  grazing  use  or  project 
development  are  within  that  capability  have  been  incorporated 
into  the  revised  proposed  action  and  would  be  implemented 
should  the  proposed  action  be  selected. 
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DATE:  July  16,  1982 

TO:  District  Manager,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Roise,  Idaho 

FROM:  Area  Manager,  FWS,  Idaho/Nevada  Area,  Boise,  Idaho  (ES) 

SUBJECT:  Draft  Bruneau  -  Kuna  Grazing  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 

We  provided  comments  on  the  subject  EIS  in  a  June  18  memorandum.  Since  that 
time  we  have  made  a  more  comprehensive  review  and  wish  to  supplement  our  ear- 
lier statement  with  the  following  comments. 

General  Comments 

The  draft  EIS  appears  to  be  attempting  to  justify  the  proposed  action  without 
having  clearly  described  the  need  for  it,  particularly  the  implied  need  to  in- 
crease livestock  use  on  apparently  overused  range.  The  document  also  does  not 
Indicate  an  environmentally  preferred  alternative.  Finally,  the  statement  tends 
to  minimize  many  important  adverse  effects  of  the  proposed  action  on  wildlife 
resources . 

Specific  Comments 

Page  1-1.  This  chapter  should  include  a  statement  of  the  need  to  which  the 


agency  is  responding.  The  need  to  restore  and  rehabilitate  resources  damaged 
by  livestock  grazing  is  apparent,  but  it  should  be  described.  The  implied  need 
to  Increase  livestock  use  is  neither  described  nor  apparent. 

Page  2-10,  3rd  paragraph.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  seriously  concerned 
about  the  proposed  Jacks  Creek  pipeline  because  of  the  unacceptable  adverse 
effects  upon  bighorn  sheep  described  on  page  4-7.   We  respectfully  request  BLM 
reconsider  the  environmental  soundness  of  this  proposal  in  view  of  its  responsi- 
bilities under  its  Organic  Act  and  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act. 

Page  2-18.  Alternative  04.  We  prefer  this  alternative  because  it  would  provide 
a  more  even  balance  between  economic  development  and  environmental  protection. 
As  shown  in  Table  2-12,  Alternative  #4  provides  increased  benefits  to  livestock 
Interests  over  the  long  run  and  improves  conditions  for  the  natural  resources 
(e.g.,  wildlife)  as  well.   Of  the  alternatives  considered,  this  should  be  ranked 
as  the  environmentally  preferred  alternative. 

Page  3-1  through  3-20.  This  chapter  describes  most  of  the  resources  (e.g.,  vege- 
tation, soil,  terrestrial  wildlife  habitat,  and  fisheries)  as  being  in  poor  or 
only  fair  condition.   In  many,  if  not  all,  cases  livestock  use  or  overuse  is 
the  major  cause  of  the  degraded  condition.  Such  a  situation  seems  to  indicate 
a  reduction  1n  livestock  use  rather  than  an  increase  as  a  solution  to  the  problerr 
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22.1 


Pages  4-5  and  4-6,  Hule  Deer.  The  discussion  minimizes  adverse  effects.   It 


should  describe  the  continuing  environmental  impacts  of  livestock  grazing  on 
deer  winter  ranges  in  the  fall  and  early  winter  and  of  the  competition  for 
grasses  and  forbs  in  spring.  The  loss  of  protective  cover  from  range  treatment 
of  tall  stands  of  sagebrush  should  be  mentioned.  Also,  the  section  should  dis- 
cuss the  effects  of  increased  livestock  use,  particularly  in  areas  of  previous 
non-use. 


I  Page  4-6,  Antelope.  This  section  is  also  misleading.  Adverse  effects  outweigh 
2/.5   the  so-called  benefits  of  the  proposed  action  and  could  cause  the  current  popu- 
I  1  a t ion  to  decrease. 
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22.7 


Page  4-7,  Bighorn  Sheep.  The  first  sentence  of  this  section  lacks  support  or 


substantiation.   The  section  discusses  only  adverse  effects  on  bighorns;  there- 
fore, the  proposed  action  could  only  be  described  as  generally  detrimental  to 
them. 

|  Page  4-8,  Sage  Grouse.  The  minimal  improvements  and  minor  benefits  described 

would  not  outweigh  the  adverse  effects  of  increased  livestock  use  and  early 
I  grazing  in  nesting  and  brood  rearing  habitat.   Population  levels  could  decrease. 

Summary  Comments 


The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  believes 
ues  and  needs  of  wildlife  did  not  appea 
comparison  to  the  questionable  economic 
of  the  Jacks  Creek  pipeline  and  the  mai 
population  are   incompatible  objectives, 
is  an  environmentally  unacceptable  trad 
and  circulating  for  review  a  revised  dr 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  be  invited 
ess  because  of  the  significant  potentia 
If  this  document  is  not  revised,  we  rec 
Livestock  Grazing  as  the  most  balanced 
lems. 


the  draft  EIS  is  inadequate,  i.e.,  val- 
r  to  be  given  equal  consideration  In 

alue.   For  example,  the  development 
ntenance  and  growth  of  the  bighorn  sheep 

To  sacrifice  the  sheep  for  the  pipeline 
eoff.  We  ask  that  BLM  consider  preparing 
aft  EIS.  We  also  recommend  that  the  Idaho 
to  fully  participate  in  the  revision  proc- 
1  impacts  on  resident  wildlife  species. 
ommend  you  select  Alternative  #4  -  Reduced 
and  best  long  range  solution  to  the  prob- 


We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  this  document. 


fr 


I.    A.   Mehrhoff 


Y 


R0,    FWS,   Portland 

(ARD-E) 
SE,   Boise 

IDFG,  Hdqtrs,  Boise 
IDFG,  Region  3,  Boise 
IDFG,  Region  4,  Jerome 
FWS,  OEC,  Washington,  D.C. 
REO,  D.O.I.,  Portland 


Response  to  Letter  No 


22.1  Chapter  1,  Purpose  and  Need,  has  been  revised  to  further  explain 
the  relationship  between  the  proposed  action  and  the  resource 
area's  land  use  plans-  This  should  clarify  the  purpose  and  need 
of  the  proposed  action.   See  text  change  section. 

22.2  As  required  by  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality's  regulations 
for  Implementing  NEPA,  section  1503- 2(b) ,  the  environmentally 
preferred  alternative  will  be  identified  when  the  record  of 
decision  Is  prepared. 

22.3  See  Response  No.  21.2. 

22.4  Environmental  Impacts  of  livestock  on  deer  winter  ranges  In  the 
fall  and  early  winter  are  not  expected  to  be  a  problem.  On  page 
2-9  (Measures  to  Improve  Mule  Deer  Habitat)  utilization  of  key 
winter  shrubs  Is  described  ,  "Graz  1  ng  systems  would  recognize  the 
physiological  requirements  of  key  forbs  and  shrubs  needed  by  mule 
deer."  On  mule  deer  winter  ranges,  utilization  of  all  shrubs  will 
be  limited  to  50Z .  In  addition  only  301  of  such  utilization  will 
be  allowed  for  livestock.  Proper  utilization  of  key  forage  plants 
should  provide  the  grasses  and  forbs  needed  In  the  spring  mule 
deer  diet. 

The  loss  of  protective  cover  f rom  range  treatment  of  tall 
stands  of  sagebrush  should  not  have  a  negative  affect  on  mule 
deer.  On  page  2-9  measures  are  described  to  prevent  the  loss  of 
hiding  and  thermal  cover.  All  treatments  would  be  designed  to 
maintain  a  ratio  of  60X  forage  to  40Z  cover.  In  addition,  no 
treatment  would  exceed  one-fourth  mile  in  width.  The  manipulation 
of  big  sagebrush  In  poor  condition  would  Improve  plant  composition 
and  produce  edge  effect. 

Increased  livestock  use  In  areas  of  previous  non-use  is  not 
expected  to  impact  mule  deer.  According  to  the  vegetation 
predictions  these  areas  would  not  decline  In  condition-  We  do 
recognize  that  concentrations  of  livestock  around  new  water 
sources  will  cause  localized  vegetation  depletion  but  we  felt  the 
negative  impacts  associated  with  this  to  mule  deer  would  be 
balanced  by  the  addition  of  water  in  unwatered  areas - 

22.5  The  Draft  EIS  predicted  the  antelope  population  to  remain  static 
due  to  the  lack  of  significant  improvement  on  the  key 
winter/ spring  range-  A  decline  in  condition  was  not  predicted 
which  would  have  definitely  led  to  an  adverse  predicted  impact  on 
antelope.  As  a  result  of  comments  received,  the  antelope  winter/ 
spring  ranges  will  become  a  key  management  area.  This  is  Included 
in  the  measures  to  improve  antelope  habitat  section  of  the  revised 
proposed  action.  Eased  on  these  measures,  antelope  populations 
are  expected  to  Increase. 


22.6  In  the  draft  EIS,  the  proposed  action  was  described  as  beneficial 
to  bighorns  contingent  on  Improvement  of  the  Battle  Creek  habitat. 
In  consultation  with  the  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  we 
have  des  ignated  Battle  Creek  as  a  key  management  area-  Within 
this  area,  priority  will  be  given  to  improving  rangeland  condition 
adjacent  to  Battle  Creek  to  reduce  livestock  conflicts  with 
bighorn  sheep.  See  measures  to  improve  bighorn  habitat  In  the 
revised  proposed  action.  The  Battle  Creek,  Big  Springs  and  Riddle 
Allotments  are  also  identified  In  the  top  four  priorities  for 
monitoring  and  AMP  development- 

22.7  Sage  grouse  populations  in  the  Draft  EIS  were  expected  to  remain 
at  current  low  levels-  Benefits  to  sage  grouse  were  assessed  to 
balance  with  negative  impacts  of  the  proposed  action. 

Increased  livestock  use  was  not  expected  to  Impact  sage  grouse 
due  to  the  two  following  vegetation  predictions  on  which  habitat 
assessment  were  made-  First,  habitat  In  good  condition  and  not 
previously  grazed,  would  be  maintained  in  good  condition.  Second, 
thousands  of  acres  currently  in  poor  and  fair  ecological  condition 
are  predicted  to  improve  one  condition  class.  We  did  recognize 
that  1  Ives  to ck  would  continue  to  concentrate  In  key  sage  grouse 
habitats  (i.e.  meadows  and  streaoside  riparian  areas) .  This 
negat 1 ve  impact  was  expected  to  be  balanced  by  Improvement  In  the 
uplands  - 

Because  of  the  concentrations  of  livestock  on  important  sage 
grouse  meadow  and  brood  rearing  areas  and  the  competlt Ion  for 
forage  during  the  early  spring  months,  the  measures  to  improve  sage 
grouse  habitat  In  the  proposed  action  have  been  expanded.  Grazing 
systems  which  provide  rest  or  deferment  through  the  critical  brood 
rearing  period  and  fencing  of  large  meadow  complexes  would  be 
provided.   This  would  allow  sage  grouse  populations  to  increase. 


63 


)fi  coumv 


Gratton 

imissioner.  First  District 


July  15,  ws: 


Mart  i  n  J .  Z  immer 
D i strict  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Boise  District  Office 
3943  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  Idaho  33"M5 


Verm  Emery 

Commissioner,  Second  District 


650  Mam 
Boise  Idaho  83702 

383-4417 

Mane  Schremer 
Commissioner,  Third  District 


RE: 


Dear  Mr. 


BRUNEAJ-KJNA  3RAZ I NG  EIS 


The  Board  of  Ada  County  Commissioners  wishes  to  express  their  support  for 
Alternative  #  4  (Reduced  Livestock  Use)  as  outlined  within  the  Draft  BLM 
Bruneau-Kuna  Grazing  EIS.   Although  this  alternative  is  not  significantly  dif- 
ferent from  the  proposed  action  by  3LM  as  it  relates  *o  the  Ada  County  portion 
of  the  studv  area,  the  alternative  would  provide  considerable  additional  bene- 
fits to  the  overall  resource  base  for  the  entire  s+udy  area    in  the  long  term. 
Alternative  #  4  would  also  be  more  consistent  with  current  and  past  \ja    County 
positions,  policies  and  recommendations  made  to  3LM  on  public  lands  managment 
within  the  County  regarding  the  protection  and  enhancement  of  the  Snake  River 
Birds  of  Prey  Natural  Area  and  it's  associated  environs. 


As  established  under 
reflected  in  the  Ada 
fringes  of  Ada  Count 
Snake  River  Birds  of 
national  I y.   Many  ex 
and  total  ecosvstem. 
tive  laws  and  plan: 
future  as  we  I  I  as  cu 
l  evel  s  of  I  i  vestoci 
a  larger  impact  upon 
the  Ada  County  Board 
more  consistent  wit 
ci t izen1 s  expressed 


the  Ada  County  Concept  Plan  (1974)  and  as  generally 
County  Comprehensive  °lan  (1977  and  1932)  tie  sojiiern 
■  near  and  adjacent  to  the  Snake  River,  particularly  the 
Prey  Natural  Area,  are  considered  unique  locally  and 
>erts  consider  the  area  unique  world-wide  for  its  wildlife 

Congress  and  our  executive  branch  have  established  protec- 
to  manage  the  area  and  its  resources  for  the  benefit  of 
■rent  generations.   Although  the  minor  reduction  of  current 
grazing  suggested  by  BLM  in  their  proposed  action  will  "\ave 
-*-he  total  area  and  particularly  the  Owhyee  Resource  Area, 
o+  Commissioners  believes  that  Alternative  *  4  would  be 
adopted  plans  in  this  county  and  in  keeping  with  our 
concerns  about  the  management  of  public  lands  in  the  area. 


As  pointed  out  within  the  EIS,  current  wildlife  and  other  natural  resource  con- 
ditions are  in  generally  poor  condition  due  to  over-gra z i ng.   Management  prac- 
tices by  SLM  and  the  livestock  users  of  these  lands  have  not  applied  wh3t  can  be 
truly  considered  multiple  use  concepts,  even  though  oast  management  plans  may 
have  been  considered  adequate  by  +ne  general  oublic  and  agencies  responsible. 
The  fact  remains  +he  area    is  in  need  of  considerable  improvement  through  needed 


su  of  Land  Mana jement 
15.  19 
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BLM  actions  for  tign+e-  grazing  allocations,  management  and  AJM  (Animal  Unit 
Month)  enforcement  :>n  livestock,   this  could  be  done  through  Alternative  #  4  and 

Id  be  highly  benef  i  ci  a  I  to  wildlife,  water  quality,  riparian  vegetation , 
fisheries  habitat,  wilderness  characteristics  and  public  recreation  in  the  area, 
without  jiy  significant  long  term  impacts  to  the  region's  economy. 

*\s  the  objective  of  the  EIS  is  to  study  alternatives  and  develop  recommendations 
to  help  establish  and  apply  an  improved  rangeland  management  program  on  approxi- 
mately 2.4  million  acres  of  public  land,  the  Ada  County  3oard  of  Commissioners 

sves  it  would  be  in  the  best  interest  of  the  public  to  maintain  previous 
positions  and  policies  by  encouraging  3lM  to  apply  Alternative  #  4  thrc 
administrative  action. 

BOARD  DF  ADA  COUNTY  COMMISSIONERS 


rough  their 


U/*L-    ,   />&*■< 


Marie  Schreiner,  Commissioner 
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IDAHO  DEPARTMENT  OF  FISH  AND  GAME 

600  South  Walnut  •  Box  25 

Boise  •  Idaho  •  83707 


July    16,     19S2 


Mr.  Martin  Zimmer 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
3948  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  ID  83705 


Dear  Mr.  Zimmer 


3runeau-Kuna  Grazing  EIS 


In  our  review  of  the  subject  draft  EIS,  we  have  determined 
that  the  Proposed  Action  Alternative  will  create  serious 
impacts  to  segments  of  the  wildlife  resources.   We  therefore 
wish  to  provide  the  following  comments  related  to  these 
concerns,  as  well  as  the  contents  of  the  document. 

General  Comments 

It  is  our  opinion  that  the  document  lacks  sufficient  detail 
to  allow  a  multiple-use  decision.   The  document  does  not 
contain  data  regarding  proposed  grazing  system  by  allotment, 
range  readiness  dates  by  pasture,  allocation  of  forage  by 
individual  pasture,  estimates  of  wildlife  demands  bv  pasture 
for  the  present  and  the  future  or  a  comparison  of  the  number 
of  competitive  AU>!'s  allocated  to  livestock  and  wildlife. 
We  do  not  believe  a  realistic  evaluation  of  the  effects  of 
the  various  alternatives  can  be  made  without  these  data. 

The  environmental  consequences  section  does  not  adecuatelv 
describe  the  adverse  environmental  effects  of  the  proposed 
action. 

We  were  unable  to  determine  whether  any  of  the  alternatives 
could  be  considered  the  environmentally-preferred  alternative , 
nor  did  we  find  any  discussion  as  to  why  mitigating  measures 
were  not  proposed  to  solve  some  of  the  recognized  environmental 
problems.   We  believe  both  items  are  required  bv  regulations 
for  implementing  the  procedural  previsions  of  the  .National 
Environmental  Policv  Act  (Sec.  1505,  2(b) (c)). 
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Mr.  Martin  Zimmer 
Julv  16,  19S2 
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We  are  strongly  opposed  co  che  Jacks  Creek  pipeline.   Wich 
Che  inicial  monetary  invescmenc  of  che  well  and  pipeline,  we 
believe  efforts  will  eventually  be  made  to  build  the  lateral 
pipelines  which  will  ultimately  lead  to  the  loss  of  a  large 
segment  of  the  Jacks  Creek  California  bighorn  sheep  population. 

Based  on  the  alternatives  presented,  che  Deparcmenc  recommends 
chat  Alternative  -A  (Reduced  Livestock  Use)  be  selecced 
racher  than  the  Proposed  Accion.   We  consider  it  Co  be  che 
only  alcernacive  displayed  chac  would  provide  chis  Deparcmenc 
wich  che  opporcunicy  co  meet  future  demands  that  will  be 
placea  on  fish  and  wildlife  resources,  by  enabling  us  to 
better  achieve  our  19S5  and  1990  management  objectives. 

We  further  offer  the  following  recommendations  that,  we 
believe,  will  help  improve  the  adequacy  of  this  document  as 
well  as  provide  assistance  to  the  deciding  administrator  in 
making  an  informed  decision. 


1, 


Ada  the  following  data: 


(a) 
(b) 


(c) 


(e) 


A  proposed  grazing  system  by  allocmenc. 
Range  readiness  daces  by  pascure  compared  co 
proposed  curn-ouc  daces. 
Allocacion  of  forage  by  pascure. 

Estimates  of  wildlife  demands  by  pasture  for  the 
present  and  future. 

Comparison  of  competitive  ALTl's  alloted  to  wildlife 
and  livestock  by  pascure. 
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July  16,  1982 
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Reevaluate,  clarify  and  mitigate  the  effects  of  the 
proposed  action  on  mule  deer,  bighorns,  pronghorns  and 
sage  grouse. 

List  wildlife  losses  and  losses  of  consumptive  and  non- 
consumptive  uses  of  wildlife  as  irretrievable  losses. 

Discuss  the  pros  and  cons  of  changing  the  turn-out 
dates  for  livestock  in  areas  where  range  readiness  or 
wildlife  needs  dictate  the  desirability  of  this  action. 

Include  realistic  mitigation  measures  designed  to  solve 
some  of  the  recognized  adverse  environmental  effects  of 
the  proposed  action. 

Clarify  how  the  proposed  action  affects  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  goals  and  objectives  for 
fish  and  wildlife  resources  in  this  area. 

Discuss  what  tradeoffs  will  occur  if  funds  to  cover 
monitoring  programs  are  not  allocated. 

Correct  contradictions  in  the  document  such  as  stipulation 
of  measures  to  protect  resources  that  pertain  to 
maintaining  a  separation  of  use  between  livestock  and 
bighorn  sheep  on  page  2-9,  and  the  environmental  conse- 
quences that  will  occur  to  bighorn  sheep  as  a  result  of 
increased  livestock  use  as  described  on  page  4-7. 

Specific  Comments 


Proposed  Action,  Page  i   paragraph  1 .   Reference  is  made  to 
maintaining  "reasonable   wildlife  numbers ,  rather  than 
working  toward  increasing  population  levels  to  meet  future 
public  demands.   An  allocation  for  wildlife  of  only  1%  of 
the  total  AUM's  has  to  be  considered  inadequate.   Is  this 
"reasonable"  allocation  of  resources  a  figure  to  be  used  for 
planning  purposes,  or  for  the  users  of  this  resource? 
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Environmental  Consequences 

Proposed  Action,  Page  iii,  paragraph  3.   This  paragraph  does 
not  properly  display  the  environmental  consequences  that 
will  occur  to  wildlife  resources.   It  has  been  written  to 
display  questionable  benefits  rather  than  impacts.   How  is 
mule  deer  diet  going  to  improve?   With  over  10%  of  the  total 
area  proposed  for  land  treatment  projects  designed  to  remove 
shrubs  and  replace  them  with  grass,  plus  the  fact  that  the 
location  of  many  of  these  treatment  projects  are  proposed  in 
areas  designated  as  "Critical  Mule  Deer  Winter  Range"  (map 
3-4) ,  we  can  anticipate  nothing  but  negative  effects  on 
these  ranges.   As  displayed  in  Table  3-1,  optimum  winter 
diet  is  comprised  of  80% 'shrubs.   How  is  this  segment  of 
annual  forage  needs  going  to  be  improved? 

With  additional  removal  of  shrubs  on  antelope  ranges,  we 
cannot  determine  how  antelope  populations  can  remain  at 
current  levels. 


To  describe  that  the  proposed  a 
to  bighorn  sheep  is  totally  in 
does  not  comply  with  the  stipul 
that  there  will  be  a  separation 
bighorns.   On  page  4-7  it  is  st 
be  displaced  (to  where?)  by  the 
it  has  not  been  determined  wher 
will  occur  along  the  west  side 
land  treatment  projects,  water 
increased  livestock  use  and  fai 
deteriorated  range  along  Battle 
population  (estimated  to  be  65 
improvements  for  bighorn  sheep 
will  more  than  offset  these  pot 

Here,  again,  how  can  sage  grouse  populations  remain  unchanged 
with  the  vast  amount  of  land  treatment  projects  proposed  on 
sagegrouse  winter  ranges  as  designated  on  map  2-2?   The 
removal  of  sagebrush  will  not  only  affect  food  availability 
in  the  winter,  but  will  also  affect  nesting  cover  in  the 
spring.   No  major  effort  is  being  exerted  to  protect  essential 
wet  meadows  from  increased  livestock  use.   If  livestock 
numbers  are  increased  at  the  level  proposed,  these  critical 
brood  areas  will  eventually  be  lost. 


ction  is  going  to  be  beneficial 
error.   The  proposed  action 
ation  described  on  page  2-9 

of  use  between  livestock  and 
ated  that  bighorn  sheep  will 

Jacks  Creek  pipeline;  also 

any  livestock  reductions 

of  Battle  Creek.   Proposed 

developments  and  fencing  for 

lures  to  improve  the  existing 

Creek  indicates  the  "entire 
animals)  may  be  lost."   What 
are  going  to  be  provided  that 
ential  losses? 


Mr.  Martin  Zimmer 
July  16,  1982 
Page  5 


24 


Mr.  Martin  Zimmer 
July  16,  1982 
Page  6 


24 


CHAPTER  1.  Purpose  and  Need 


The  Jacks  Creek  Pipeline,  Page  1-1,  ite 
made  to  "examining  various  levels  of  tr 


Reference  is 
he  development  of  this 
pipeline."   We  cannot  find  where  these  various  levels  are 
described  except  under  the  proposed  action  where  19  miles  of 
pipeline  are  to  be  constructed,  and  under  Alternative  3 
(Increased  Livestock  Use)  where  it  is  proposed  that  an 
additional  22  miles  of  lateral  lines  would  be  added  to  the 
19  miles  of  new  pipeline.   Are  these  the  only  two  levels  of 
development?   What  about  the  water  source  for  this  pipeline? 
Where  will  it  be  developed  and  who  will  have  the  water 
right?   Will  there  be  any  impacts  created  by  the  development 
of  this  water  source  and  construction  of  the  pipeline?   On 
map  2-5  a  well  is  shown  in  Section  9,  T10S .  R2E.   Is  this 
the  primary  water  source  for  the  pipeline  and  has  it  already 
been  developed?   If  it  has  been  developed,  is  it  presently 
being  used  as  a  water  source  for  other  water  development 
projects? 

CHAPTER  2.  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action. 

Vegetative  Allocation 

Page  2-2,  paragraph  2.   Of  the  202,275  AUM's  being  allocated 
for  livestock,  how  many  are  classed  as  competitive  livestock 
AUM's?   Even  though  the  2,333  AUM's  allocated  for  wildlife 
are  classed  as  competitive,  we  cannot  determine  from  the 
document  whether  the  remaining  allocations  for  livestock  are 
similarly  classed. 


Page  2-4,  Table  2-2 .   Based  on  the  figure 


allocation  beyond  the  2,333  AUM's  initial 
made  for  wildlife  on  ranges  classed  as  su 
in  the  document  relate  to  management  plan 
water  developments,  etc.,  as  being  benefi 
and  wildlife  (pages  2-10  and  2-11).   This 
in  areas  classed  as  suitable,  and  yet  no 
are  provided  for  wildlife.   We  therefore 
there  is  no  provision  or  intent  to  increa 
except  in  areas  classed  as  unsuitable  for 
is  further  substantiated  in  items  6,  7 
relates  to  providing  only  "adequate"  o 
for  bighorn  sheep,  mule  deer  and  antelope 
of  fish  habitat  do  we  find  specific  inten 
habitat  conditions  for  fish  and  wildlife 


s  shown,  no  additional 
ly  provided  will  be 
it able.   Statements 

range  improvements , 
cial  to  both  livestock 

has  to  be  accomplished 
increased  allocations 
are  left  to  believe 
se  wildlife  numbers 

livestock.   This 

and  9,  where  it 
sufficient"  habitat 
Only  in  the  case 
tions  to  improve 
resources . 


mo 
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Page  2-3,  Table  2-1.   The 
existing  and  proposed  sea 
each  allotment.   None  of 
despite  the  fact  that  man 
for  livestock  grazing  dur 
deer  winter  range.   We  do 
measures  to  improve  mule 
by  limiting  livestock  use 
by  extending  grazing  peri 
and  December.   We  cannot 
for  extensive  livestock  g 
than  August  31. 


next-to-last  column  describes 
sons  of  use  periods  for  grazing  on 
these  dates  are  being  adjusted 
y  of  them,  such  as  Unit  813,  provide 
ing  November  and  December  on  mule 

not  understand  how  the  stipulated 
deer  habitat  as  described  on  page  2-9 

of  shrubs  to  30%  can  be  accomplished 
ods  through  the  months  of  November 
support  any  program  that  provides 
razing  on  deer  winter  ranges  later 


ge  2-8  and  -9.   Unless  changes  are  made  in  the  proposed 


document  designed  to  reduce  impacts  on  wildlife  species  such 
as  bighorn  sheep  and  mule  deer,  these  statements  should  be 
deleted  or  amended.   The  statement  regarding  enhancement  of 
bighorn  sheep  habitat  (page  2-9,  paragraph  1)  is  contradictory 
to  the  statement  on  page  4-7  that  the  proposed  pipeline 
would  result  in  noncompliance  of  this  stipulation. 

Under  Measures  to  Improve  Mule  Deer  Habitat,  there  should  be 
a  measure  restricting  the  burning  of  bitterbrush  and  mountain 
mahogany,  especially  on  wintering  areas.   Provisions  to 
maintain  stands  of  big  sagebrush  and  mahogany  in  major  mule 
deer  areas  for  use  as  thermal  cover  and  security  should  also 
be  included.   We  find  no  reference  in  the  document  to  the 
value  these  large  shrubs  contribute  to  the  maintenance  of 
deer  populations. 


21.23 


Project  Development  and  Land  Treatments 

Pages  2-9  through  2-15.   The  extent  of  range  improvements 
under  the  proposed  action  is  quite  extensive.   We  find  no 
mention  in  the  document  that  relates  to  the  BLM's  new  rangeland 
management  policies  and  policies  related  to  water  rights  for 
stock  water.   We  are  extremely  concerned  as  to  how  and  when 
these  policies  will  be  implemented  and  their  potential 
impacts  on  wildlife  resources. 
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According  to  the  new  policy  on  maintenance  of  range  improve- 
ments, all  structural  improvements  constructed  or  installed 
primarily  for  the  benefit  of  livestock  will  be  maintained  by 
permittees/  lessees.   In  the  case  of  water  rights  for  stock 
waters,  the  permittee  may  JJile  jointly  with  the  BLM  as  co- 
holder  of  water  rights  or  under  a  section  four  permit  he 
alone  will  file  for  the  water  right.    We  feel  such  policies 
jeopardize  the  use  and  availability  of  these  improvements  by 
wildlife  especially  in  situations  where  new  water  developments 
are  installed,  birds  and  animals  are  attracted  to  them 
during  the  grazing  season,  then  the  water  is  turned  off  when 
the  livestock  are  removed  from  the  pasture.   What  assurances 
can  the  BLM  make  that  these  water  supplies  will  be  available 
during  the  period  that  wildlife  are  dependent  on  them?   The 
statement  in  the  last  sentence  of  paragraph  3  on  page  2-12 
is  not  specific  enough  to  satisfy  our  concerns  as  to  who 
will  control  the  water  in  water  developments  and  pipelines. 
Is  the  BLM  presently  providing  water  for  wildlife  at  existing 
structures  following  the  removal  of  livestock  from  the  pasture? 

Livestock  Grazing  Management 

Page  2-10.  paragraph  2.   Reference  is  made  here  to  the 
proposed  19  miles  of  new  pipeline  to  be  constructed  between 
Little  Jacks  and  Big  Jacks  creeks.   The  significance  of  this 
development  and  the  potential  impacts  it  is  going  to  have  on 
other  resources  should  require  that  the  background  and 
construction  details  of  the  project  be  fully  described.   No 
reference  is  made  to  this  pipeline  on  page  2-12  under  Pipeline 
Development,  which  we  assume  would  be  the  logical  place  for 
it. 

The  impacts  this  pipeline  will  have  on  bighorn  sheep,  visual 
resources  and  potential  wilderness  areas  as  described  in 
Chapter  4  of  the  draft  EIS  establish  it  as  a  project  requiring 
careful  evaluation.   Will  a  separate  EIS  or  EAR  be  prepared 
for  it  prior  to  construction?   In  view  of  the  impacts  displayed, 
we  are  opposed  to  its  construction,  not  only  on  the  basis  of 
the  initial  impact  on  bighorn  sheep,  but  because  of  the 
potential  development  that  can  occur  once  it  is  in  place. 
There  are  no  guarantees  that,  in  the  future,  laterals  will 
not  be  built  as  proposed  in  Alternative  3  (Increased  Livestock 
Use).   In  order  to  justify  the  costs  of  a  pipeline  of  this 
length  it  appears  only  logical  that,  to  provide  an  acceptable 
cost: benefit  ratio,  laterals  will  eventually  have  to  be 
built. 
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CHAPTER  3.  Description  of  the  Affected  Environment 

Vegetation,  Condition  and  Trend 

Page  3-3,  paragraph  6.   It  is  recognized  by  the  BLM  that 
spring  and  early  summer  grazing  by  livestock  is  detrimental 
to  palatable  plants.   If  range  improvements  are  going  to 
occur,  it  would  appear  adjustments  are  going  to  have  to  be 
made  to  grazing  use  during  this  period.   Why,  then,  is  the 

I  BLM  continuing  this  practice  on  resource  areas  to  the  extent 
that  no  changes  are  proposed  on  any  allotment  to  delay  the 
turn-out  date?   Rather  than  adjusting  periods  of  spring  and 
early  summer  use  as.a  na-tural  means  of  increasing  forage  for 
livestock  use,  it  is  proposing  to  extend  livestock  use  into 
areas  presently  classified  as  nonuse  by  expending  funds  for 
fencing,  water  developments,  and  extensive  range  improvement 
projects  that  include  spraying,  chaining,  burning,  etc. 
Shouldn't  a  change  in  the  turn-out  dates  be  considered, 
along  with  other  range  management  practices,  not  only  as  an 
effective  way  to  improve  plant  density  and  vigor,  but  also 
as  a  cost-effective  measure? 

Terrestrial  Wildlife 

Mule  Deer 

Page  3-6,  last  sentence.   See  previous  comments  on  page  2-3. 

Bighorn  Sheep 

Page  3-8.   The  problem  of  existing  conditions  along  Battle 
Creek  for  bighorn  sheep  is  recognized,  but  no  provisions  are 
made  to  alleviate  or  improve  the  situation.   The  potential 
loss  of  an  estimated  65  animals  as  stated  on  page  4-7  with 
no  mitigative  measures  proposed  to  reduce  impacts  is  indica- 
tive of  a  lack  of  concern  on  the  part  of  the  BLM  for  this 
important  resource . 

Sage  Grouse 

Page  3-10,  paragraphs  2  and  3.   The  problem  with  water 
distribution  ana  availability  was  previously  discussed. 
However ,  where  water  supplies  are  inadequate  as  described 
here,  the  BLM  should  provide  for  an  additional  water  source 
to  supply  these  areas  during  mid-  and  late- summer  months 
when  it  is  critically  needed.   This  situation  was  created  by 
BLM  and  should,  therefore,  be  rectified  by  BLM. 
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Fish  Populations 

I  Page  3-14,  paragraph  2.  To  the  best  of  our  knowledge,  no 

red  band  trout  are  found  north  of  the  Snake  River  and  we  are 

I  reasonably  sure  they  are  not  present  in  Bennett  Creek. 

CHAPTER  4,  Environmental  Consequences 


Vegetation 

Page  4-2   paragraph  4 . 


With  an  increase  of  33"'c  in  livestock 
use  m  the  resource  area  over  the  next  20  years,  and  with 
some  areas  being  excluded  from  existing  grazing,  unprotected 
riparian  vegetation  is  going  to  receive  more  intensive  use 
than  at  existing  use  levels.   Rather  than  stating  "no  signifi- 
cant improvement"  the  pertinent  statement  should  read  "resulting 
in  a  continued  decline  of  riparian  vegetation." 

Terrestrial  Wildlife 
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Sage   Grouse 

Page  4-8 .   Here,  again,  detrimental  impacts  to  sage  grouse 
are  downplayed.   Even  where  serious  impacts  are  described, 
such  as  in  paragraph  7,  they  are  summarized  by  stating 
"...population  levels  will  remain  at  current  levels."   We 
cannot  agree  with  this  analysis. 

Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Commitments  of  Resources 

Page  4-56.   An  explanation  is  in  order  as  to  why  the  previously 
described  losses  of  wildlife  resources  resulting  from  the 
Proposed  Action  or  one  of  the  Alternatives  were  not  included 
in  this  list.   Certainly  if  livestock  production  can  be 
included  as  an  irretrievable  loss,  the  losses  of  bighorn 
sheep,  antelope,  mule  deer  and  sage  grouse  should  receive 
equal  consideration.   We  find  this  section  to  be  inadequate 
and  misleading  as  pertains  to  the  effects  the  proposed 
action  will  have  on  the  environment. 


2*32 


Pages  4-5  an 
of  the  propo 


d  4-6 .   This  section  attempts  to  describe  benefits 
sec*  action  to  wildlife  resources  rather  than 
environmental  consequences.   No  mention  is  made  of  the 
impacts  of  livestock  grazing  on  winter  ranges  during  fall 
and  early  winter.   The  loss  of  cover  for  thermal  protection 
and  security  in  tall  sage  areas  proposed  for  treatment  is 
not  addressed.   No  concern  is  expressed  over  the  interaction 
between  livestock  and  mule  deer  in  existing  nonuse  areas 
where  livestock  will  be  introduced  through  the  range  improve- 
ment proposals. 

Antelope 


nji  ^[Page  4-6. 

Z\    1  j  c   actions  that  are  going  to  be  initated  on  antelope  ranges, 

*~     ■>J-;|it  will  be  possible 


It  is  difficult  for  us  to  believe  that,  with  all 
3ing  to  be  initated  on  antelope  ranges 
sustain  populations  at  present  levels. 
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Bighorn  Sheep 

Page  4-7.   How  can  the  proposed  action  be  considered  as 
generally  beneficial  to  bighorn  sheep  when,  by  the  BLM's  own 
analysis,  5-10  bighorns  will  be  displaced  in  Rattlesnake 
Creek,  a  tributary  to  Little  Jacks  Creek,  and  an  estimated 
65  animals  may  potentially  be  lost  in  Battle  Creek?   This 
statement  must  be  deleted!   Nowhere  do  we  find  a  firm  proposal 
to  improve  any  of  the  Battle  Creek  area  for  bighorn  sheep, 
nor  are  any  mitigative  measures  proposed. 


213i 


These  comments  have  been  quite  extensive.   Many  of  them 
could  have  been  eliminated  had  there  been  closer  coordination 
with  our  Department,  especially  in  that  category  pertaining 
to  analysis  of  impacts  on  fish  and  wildlife  resources  of  the 
proposed  action  and  alternatives.   Our  personnel  are  avail- 
able to  assist  your  staff  and  we  encourage  your  use  of  their 
services  when  preparing  the  final  EIS. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  document. 

Sincerely , 
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Response  to  Letter  No-  24 


As  provided  by  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality's  regulations 
for  Implementing  NEPA,  section  1505.2(b),  the  environmentally 
preferred  alternative  will  be  Identified  when  the  record  of 
decision  is  prepared.  Mitigation  measures  which  lessen  some  of 
the  adverse  Impacts  have  been  incorporated  into  the  management 
constraint  section  of  the  revised  proposed  action. 

(a)  Proposed  grazing  systems  for  allotments  524,  584,  629  and  636 
have  been  identified  and  are  included  in  the  revised 
description  of  the  proposed  action.  Grazing  systems  are  not 
known  on  the  remainder  of  the  allotments.  They  would  be 
developed  when  allotment  management  plans  are  prepared. 


(b)  Sufficient  range  readiness  data  is  not  available 
these  dates  at  this  time- 


establish 


(c)  The  proposed  forage  allocation  by  allotment  Is  a  compilation 
of  forage  availability  and  use  by  pasture.  Wildlife  forage 
needs  have  therefore  been  satisfied  on  a  pasture  level  basis. 
Standard  Bureau  procedure  is  to  allocate  forage  by  allotment, 
and  not  by  pasture . 

(d)  Estimates  of  present  and  future  wildlife  demands  were  made  by 
pasture  to  arrive  at  the  allotment  level  forage  allocations. 
We  do  not  feel  that  showing  this  demand  for  all  pastures 
within  the  EIS's  area  would  enhance  the  clarity  of  the  EIS  or 
aid  In  the  analysis  of  impacts.  Forage  demands  by  pasture  can 
be  assessed  where  specific  problems  or  impacts  need  to  be 
identified  or  resolved. 

(e)As  stated  in   (c)   above ,   standard  Bureau  procedure   Is   to 

allocate  forage  by  allotment  and  not  by  pasture-    Where 

necessary,  forage  use  can  be  compared  on  a  pasture  level 
basis. 

24.3   These  points  are  addressed  In  the  responses  that  follow. 

2  4.4  The  Irretrievable  losses  of  wildlife  have  been  added  to  the 
section  on  irretrievable  resources.   See  text  change  section- 

24.5  Aa  the  proposal  is  Implemented,  turnout  dates  would  be  adjusted  to 
correspond  with  range  readiness  dates  for  individual  allotments. 
Range  readiness  dates  would  vary  between  allotments  depending  on 
the  type  and  design  of  specific  grazing  systems,  climatic 
differences,  and  resource  needs. 


Additional  mitigation  measures  have  been  Included 
constraints  and  coordinating  measures  described 
proposed  action. 


wildlife 
revised 


24.7  BLM's  wildlife  objectives  reflect  the  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  goals  and  objectives  for  wildlife  numbers  in  the  area.  A 
table  has  been  prepared  to  assess  the  attainment  of  these 
objectives  by  the  proposed  action  and  alternatives.  See  revised 
description  of  the  proposed  action. 

24.8  See  response  to  Comment  No.  21.17. 

24.9  Implementation  of  the  19  mile  portion  of  the  Jacks  Creek  Pipeline 
would  not  conflict  with  the  stipulation  to  maintain  a  separation 
of  use  between  cattle  and  bighorns  by  not  developing  livestock 
water  sources  within  bighorn  habitat  unless  the  potential  adverse 
Impacts  to  bighorn  sheep  can  be  avoided  or  mitigated.  The 
proposed  pipeline  Is  approximately  1/2  to  3/4  mile  outside  of  the 
current  bighorn  habitat.  The  statement  that  the  proposed  action 
does  not  comply  with  this  stipulation  has  been  deleted.  See  text 
change  section. 

24. 10  "Reasonable'"  wild  11  fe  numbers  Is  synomous  with  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  1990  goals  for  each  ungulate 
lnhabitatlng  the  EIS  area.  Forage  allocation  was  based  on  these 
1990  goals  and  It  was  made  after  plant  needs  were  deducted  but 
before  livestock  AUM's  were  allocated.  Wildlife  forage  needs  were 
based  on  the  number  of  animals  in  a  particular  pasture ,  their 
season(s)  of  occupancy,  their  seasonal  food  habits,  and  their 
forage  consumption  rate.  Forage  demand  for  wildlife  was  taken 
from  areas  occupied  by  wildlife.  For  example,  If  a  wintering  mule 
deer  herd  occupied  both  a  steep  rugged  canyon  (unsuitable  for 
livestock)  and  some  rolling  terrain  (suitable  for  livestock), 
forage  was  provided  from  both  areas.  No  attempt  was  made  to 
consolidate  the  deer' s  need  in  the  area  where  no  forage  was 
allocated  to  livestock. 

One  percent  does  not  represent  the  forage  demand  by  wildlife . 
It  represents  their  demand  for  grass.  In  the  allocation  process, 
grass  always  was  the  limiting  forage  class  because  of  the  heavy 
preference  for  grass  by  cattle.  Because  of  the  confusion 
surrounding  this  process,  an  example  Is  provided  in  the  revised 
proposed  action. 

24.11  This  paragraph  represents  a  summary  of  Impacts.  The  conclusions 
were  based  on: 

1)  Predicted  improvement  in  poor  and  fair  condition  rangelands 
(present  -  73%  poor  and  fair;  proposed  -  59X  poor  and  fair). 

2)  No  decline  in  rangelands  presently  in  good  condition. 

3)  The  habitat  needs  of  key  wildlife  species  would  be  incor- 
porated into  any  range  treatment  (see  pp.  2-8,  2-9,  2-12  and 
2-13). 

4)  Livestock  grazing  systems  would  be  implemented. 

5)  Seasons   of   use   would   be   adjusted   to  meet   plant   needs- 


Any  range  treatment  in  antelope  habitat  will  be  constrained  to 
conform  to  their  habitat  requirements-  The  constraint  listed  on 
pg-  2-9  is  the  main  constraint  to  be  applied.  However,  all  the 
constraints  and  coordinating  measures  listed  in  the  land  use  plan 
would  be  adhered  to.  The  revised  description  of  the  proposed 
action  reflects  additional  constraints. 


The  analysis  of  Impacts  to  bighorn  sheep  have 
clarified.   See  text  change  section. 


modified  and 


24.14  Detrimental  impacts  to  sage  grouse  would  be  reduced  by  proper 
stocking  rates,  implementing  grazing  systems  and  proper 
utilization.  Grazing  systems  would  Incorporate  some  degree  of 
rest  or  deferment.   Also  see  Response  No.  22.7. 


24.15   A  third  level  of  development,  no  construction,  is 
Alternative  4. 


9sessed      in 


Our  experience  Indicates  that  cattle  can  make  heavy  use  of 
shrubs  starting  in  July  and  if  the  stocking  rate  is  heavy  they  can 
overuse  shrubs  by  mid- August .  Therefore,  rather  than  limiting 
season  of  use,  we  feel  it  is  better  to  limit  livestock  utilization 
of    palatible    shrubs    to  within   prescribed    limits. 

The  next  to  the  last  column  on  Table  2-1  indicates  existing 
seasons  of  use.  As  the  proposal  is  Implemented,  the  Beason-of-use 
dates  would  be  adjusted  to  satisfy  plant  maintenance  requirements 
or  other  resource  needs  as  appropriate .  Normally ,  the  proposed 
season-of-use  would  fall  within  the  range  of  the  described 
existing  seasons-of-use .  See  the  revised  description  of  the 
proposed   action. 


24.20   These 


are  constraints  to  grazing  management  and  project  develop- 
that  are  designed  to  protect  or  enhance  other  resource 


The  well  for  the  pipeline,  which  is  not  presently  being  used,  has 
already  been  constructed.  The  Impacts  of  the  associated  pipeline 
are  discussed  throughout  Chapter  U.  The  water  rights  for  water 
developments  are  discussed  in  the  revised  description  of  the 
proposed  action. 


24-17   Sufficient  forage  Is  available 
(2,332  AUMs)  as  well  as  the  llv 


to  satisfy  the  wildlife  allocatlc 
;stock  allocation  (202,275  AUMs). 


24.18  It  was  an  oversight  that  wildlife  did  not  receive  an  additional 
allocation.  The  Initial  allocation  Is  based  on  1990  goals,  but  we 
failed  to  provide  additional  forage  for  the  period  1990  to  2000. 
As  per  our  discussions,  the  revised  proposed  action  has  provided 
for  additional  wildlife  allocation- 


24.21  See  Response  24.9. 

24.22  These  measures  have  been  added  to  the  revised  description  of  the 
proposed  action-  The  importance  of  large  shrubs  to  the 
maintenance  of  deer  populations  is  recognized.  That  Is  one  of  the 
reasons  for  providing  forage  to  cover  ratios  and  other  constraints 
described  In  the  proposed  action. 

24.23  See  Response  No.  21.20  and  21.21. 

24.24  Sufficient  water  would  be  filed  upon  by  the  BLM  to  satisfy  antici- 
pated wildlife  needs.  We  Intend  to  provide  water  to  satisfy  wild- 
life who  become  dependent  on  new  pipeline  developments .  This  is  a 
current  practice  on  most  of  the  existing  pipeline  developments. 


It  was  not  our  intent  to  imply  that  we  do  not  have  specific 
objectives  to  improve  wildlife  habitat.  A  host  of  wildlife 
habitat  Improvement  objectives  were  described  in  the  land  use  plan 
(MFP  Step  2).  These  objectives  are  Incorporated  into  the  EIS. 
Item  6,  7,  8  and  9  on  pg.  2-2  are  the  general  objectives  for  each 
species.  These  objectives  contain  many  sub-parts  which  are  more 
specific  and  deal  with  improvement  of  poor  condition  habitats  and 
maintenance  of  presently  good  condi tlon  ha bl tats.  Nevertheless, 
because  of  the  misinterpretation  of  these  objectives,  we  have 
modified  them  in  the  Final  EIS  to  reflect  the  improvement  needs. 


A  table  has  been  prepared  to  she 
proposed  action  and  the  land 
recommendations. 


the  relationship  between  the 
use    plan   objectives   and 


24.25   A   description   of   the   pipeline 
description  of  the  proposed  action. 


Included   In   the   revised 


A  site  specific  assessment  will  be  made  on  the  pipeline  prior  to 
its  construction .  If  impacts  are  Identified  that  have  not  been 
adequately  addressed  in  this  EIS,  a  seperate  EIS  will  be  prepared. 


See  Response 
considered  In 


21.19.   The  alternative  of  later 
Alternative  4. 


ut  dates  is 


24.28  Improvement  of  the  vegetative  resource  and  improvement  of  bighorn 
sheep  habitat  will  be  established  as  the  1st  primary  management 
objective  for  the  Battle  Creek  bighorn  sheep  habitat  area.  See 
revised  description  of  the  proposed  action. 


24.19  The  seasons  of  use  cover  entire  allotments  which  are  made  of  man 
pastures.  Although  livestock  may  be  present  on  an  allotment  afte 
August  31  it  does  not  necessarily  mean  they  would  be  present  on 
deer  winter  range. 


24.29 


The  Ant  Hill  pipeline  system  remains  charged  with  water  throughout 
the  .summer.  The  statement  on  page  3-10  Is  In  error  and  has  been 
deleted . 
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24.30  Morphologically  we've  detected  no  great  difference  In  native 
rainbow  trout  north  and  south  of  the  Snake  River-  Initial 
Investigations  (pyloric  caeca  counts,  vertebrae  counts  and  surface 
markings)  of  native  trout  In  streams  north  of  the  Snake  River  are 
similar  to  those  south  of  the  Snake  River  that  have  been 
Identified  by  researchers  (Behuke  -  Wallace)  as  native  trout 
called  "red  band".  We  have  no  reason  to  believe  that  red-bands 
are  not  present  north  of  the  Snake  River. 

24.31  The  Proposed  Action .calls  for  development  of  grazing  system  on 
intensive  management  allotments,  thus  unprotected  riparian  areas 
will  receive  periodic  rest  from  livestock  grazing.  We  feel  this 
periodic  rest,  stocking  at  the  proper  level  and  development  of 
additional  range  Improvements  would  at  least  maintain  the  present 
condition  of  unprotected  riparian  vegetation. 

24.32  Mitigation  was  incorporated  into  the  proposed  action.  As  a 
result,  adverse  impacts  were  alleviated.  The  addition  of 
livestock  into  presently  ungrazed  areas  was  not  considered  to  have 
a  significant  Impact  because  no  change  In  vegetation  condition  was 
predicted . 

24.33  See  Response  24.12. 

24.34  See  Response  24.13. 

24.35  See  Response  24.14. 

24.36  We  feel  that  we  have  coordinated  closely  with  your  regional  staff 
throughout  the  land  use  planning  process. 

During  the  Inventory  phase  (1979,  1980)  we  provided 
substantial  flight  time  and  flew  with  your  biologists  to  improve 
wildlife  distribution  and  population  data  bases.  Our  biologists 
worked  together  to  establish  the  population  goals  which  our  forage 
allocat  ion  is  based  upon.  When  your  regional  personnel  changed , 
we  initiated  a  meeting  to  brief  them  on  the  status  of  the  land  use 
plan  and  other  matters  affecting  fish  and  wildlife  resources. 
Comments  were  solicited  from  your  regional  staff  on  the 
preliminary  land  use  plan.  The  proposed  action  in  the  grazing  EIS 
is  based  upon  that  preliminary  land  use  plan. 

Specific  mention  Is  made  to  the  lack  of  coordination  in 
assessing  Impacts.  We  hope  you  can  appreciate  that  we  operated 
under  an  extremely  short  time  frame  between  the  end  of  our  comment 
period  on  the  land  use  plan  and  when  the  Draft  EIS  had  to  be  to 
the  printer.  With  the  prior  coordination  we  did  not  expect  that 
the  Impact  assessment  would  come  as  so  much  of  a  surprise  •  We 
also  feel  that  a  draft  provides  a  forum  for  comment  and 
coordination.  We  are  sensitive  to  the  need  for  close  coordination 
between  personnel  of  both  agencies.  Although  our  mandates  are  not 
totally  similar,  we  would  like  to  build  on  those  that  are 
similar. 
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July  1'  ,  ! 


Bureau  of  Land  '••an  ire-nen 
■irune-tu-Kuna  Urazing   IS 
Koise  District  Ofrice 
'0^ 3  Development  *venue 
Boise,  Idaho  837^S 


We  would  like  the  following  statement  to  go  on  record  in 
reference  to  the  Bruneau-Kuna  ^razing  Environmental  impact 
Statement  Draft: 

We  as  ranchers  brought  ±ogether  under  the  Owyhee  Cattlemen's 
Association  are  greatly*  concerned  about  the  effects  that  the 
inrleme-;  tation  of  either  the  BLM'S  Proposed  Action  or  any  of 
tie  Bureau's  four  Alternative  Proposals  mipht  have  on  the  members 
of  our  association  and  on  Owyhee  County. 

It  has  long  be^n  the  position  of  our  organization  that  the 
multinle-use  management  concept  best  serves  the  public  lands 
and  the  counties  and  states  (such  as  ors)  that  are  comprised 
primarily  of  there  federa ' ly-owned  lands.   It  is  also  our  con- 
tention that  domestic  livestock  is  the  single,  most  effective 
ranre  management  tool  available  to  those  who  are  charged  with 
managing  the  ranre  resources.   Our  opposition  to  the  establish- 
ment of  wilderness  areas  in  Owyhee  county  and  the  resultant  lack 
of  management  flexibility  is  also  a  matter  of  record. 

We  hear  a  ^reat  deal  about  ecosystems  and  how  each  living 
organism  has  its  "niche"  in  the  ecological  system.   We  must 
remember  that  humans  also  have  a  "niche   -  not  only  in  ecological 
systems,  hut  also  in  economic  systems. 

The  economic  importance  of  the  range  livestock  industry  to 
Owyhee  countv  and  the  State  of  Idaho  is  easily  documented  in 
terms  of  d   lar  value.   It  is  not  easily  documented  what  the 
domino  efect  would  be  on  the  local,  county,  and  state  economies 
if  livestock  use  of  the  federal  ranr-elands  in  this  area  were 
to  be  curtailed  to  any  derree.   There  is  no  question  in  our  minds 
that  the  effect  of  a  curtailment  would  be  severe,  not  only  on 
the  individual  producers  impacted  directly ,  but  also  on  the 
enterprises  that  these  producers  rely  on  as  sources  of  needed 
goods  and  services.   It  may  be  argued  that  businesses  would 
-urvive,  and  the  tax  base  may  survive,  but  there  is  no  -juestion 
that  the  majority  would  suffer  in  the  end.   The  EIS  does  not 
fu  ly  address  the  economic  impact  that  some  of  the  environmental 
statements '  proposals   ould  cause.   Owyhee  County 's  livestock 
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industry  can  turn  crass  into  dollars  for  our  national,  state, 
and  county  economies  and  at  the  same  time,  as  has  already  been 
proven,  increase  wildlife  and  maintain  existing  multiple-use 
values.   Multiple-use  management  of  this  area  can  do  all  this 
without  great  costs  to  an  already  burdened  government. 

The  Owyhee  Cattlemen's  Association  believes  that  livestock 
grazing  in  Owyhee  County  must  be,  not  maintained,  but  optimized 
to  benefit  the  multiple  uses  of  the  range  resources. 

If  t^ere  are  areas  lacking  in  productivity  due  to  heavy 
grazing,  then  an  effort  should  be  made  where  ever  possible  to 
disperse  the  livestock  and  wildlire  over  a  broader  area  by 
making  needed  range  improvements  in  the  form  of  water  developments, 
spraying,  etc.   We  feel  that  the  wildlife  has  been  and  will 
continue  to  be  compatible  with  the  livestock  in  this  area  under 
proper  management,  and  that  range  improvements  will  benefit  all 
involved. 

These  are  but  a  few  reasons  why  the  Owyhee  Cattlemen's 
Association  wishes  to  endorse  Alternative  #5.   We  urge  that 
this  Alternative  #5  as  described  by  ranchers  in  this  area 
during  testimony  become  the  proposed  action  in  the  final 
EIS  and  be  implemented  when  all  is  said  and  done. 


STATE   OF   IDAHO 

BOISE  83720 


-r^j^r 


!  11,  President 
Owhyee  Cattlemen 's  Association 
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July  16,  1982 


Mr.  Martin  J.  Zimmer 
District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Bruneau-Kuna  Grazing  EIS 
3948  Development  Ave. 
Boise,  ID   83705 

Dear  Joe: 

In  reviewing  the  draft  EIS,  we  have  the  following 
brief,  but  we  believe  important,  comments. 

We  have  been  concerned  in  the  past  about  reviewing  BLM 
decisions  and  the  bases  for  them.   We  further  believe  that 
the  law  reguires  an  EIS  prepared  in  such  a  manner  that  the 
public  can  review  the  bases  for  the  BLM's  proposed  decision 
so  that  it  may  comment  meaningfully  on  the  action.   With 
those  principles  in  mind,  it  appears  to  us  that  the  proposed 
EIS  does  not  adequately  reveal  the  Bureau's  bases  for 
recommending  certain  areas  as  either  suitable  or  nonsuitable 
for  wilderness  and  for  recommending  construction  of  the 
pipeline  between  Big  and  Little  Jacks  Creeks. 

We  find  almost  no  discussion  of  the  two  measures  in  the 
document  and  feel  that  it  would  be  difficult  for  anyone  to 
review  properly  the  proposed  measures.   We  assume  that  the 
BLM  did  in  fact  make  the  analyses  required  to  support  its 
proposed  decision  and  would  presume  no  reason  for  its 
failing  to  disclose  those  analyses  when  failure  to  do  so 
could  lead  to  litigation  by  affected  interests  which  could 
hamper  the  Bureau's  freedom  to  implement  the  measures 
recommended. 


68 


We  note  that  in  the  draft  EIS  you  state  that  wilderness 
proposals  "will  be  evaluated  in  a  wilderness  EIS  scheduled 
to  commence  in  October,  1982."   From  your  statements  in  the 
draft  EIS,  however,  one  certainly  could  get  the  impression 
that  the  BLM  has  already  arrived  at  a  position  on  this  issue 


Mr.  Martin  J.  Zimmer 
July  16,  1982 
Page  2 
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and  will  be  taking  management  actions  based  upon  it.  It 
would  further  seem  that  if  the  October  decision  differs  from 
the  one  reported  in  the  draft  EIS,  that  the  draft  EIS  would 
have  to  be  redone.  Finally,  if  the  October  study  is  either 
postponed  or  not  done,  the  present  EIS  could  well  become  an 
operative  document  and  the  public  again  would  have  been 
deprived  of  its  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  BLM's  action. 

For  all  the  above  reasons,  we  would  request  that  the 
Bureau  elaborate  on  the  impacts  and  rationales  for  the 
proposed  pipeline  and  wilderness  recommendations. 

Sincerely , 


(^fLaAs      \J>X&US<s»J#~*~-> 


DON  A.  OLOWINSKI 

Deputy  Attorney  General 

Chief,  Natural  Resources  Division 


Ka.i  E    Holla    Pfes.denl 
P  O  Bo»  4794 

PocaieMo  Idaho  83201 
Telephone  (208]  233-3079  (Home 
(2081  236-3530  iWo't- 
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District   3,    Idaho   Wildlife   Federation(IWF) 
700   E.    Fairview   Ave.    #68 
Meridian,    Idaho   83642 
July    19,    1982 


Bureau   of  Land  Management 
Bruneau-Kuna   Grazing  EIS 
Boise   District   Office 
3948    Development    Avenue 
Boise,    Idaho   83705 

Dear  Mr.    Zimmer: 

As  noted   in   my   comments   at   the   Public   HearingCBoise, 
Idaho,    July    1,    1982)relative    to    the    Bruneau-Kuna    Grazing  EIS, 
further  written   comment  would  be   submitted  concerning  our 
(District   3,    IWF)appraisal    and    evaluation   of   subject   document. 
Accordingly,    the   following  comments  are  made   for  consideration 
in   drafting   the    Final   Bruneau-Kuna   Grazing   Environmental 
Impact   Statement. 

As  you   already  know  District   3i    1WF  is  a   conservation 
membership   organization   that   has  long  been    concerned   about 
the  management   and    current    conditions  of   the   public    range- 
lands  in   Idaho   and   specifically   the  Boise   District,      We  have 
urged   and    supported   Bureau   of  Land  Management CBLM)    efforts  to 
manage   livestock   grazing  on   these   lands   according   to    the 
multiple   use   and    stewardship   principles   stipulated  by    the 
Federal   Land  Management  Policy   and   Management    Act(FLPMA)    as 
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Response  to  Letter  No.  26 


The  description  of  the  proposed  action  has  been  expanded  to 
provide  the  rationale  and  background  for  the  proposed  pipeline. 
Preliminary  wilderness  suitability  recommendations  are  Included 
within  this  grazing  EIS  because  of  the  constraints  that  wilderness 
would  place  on  proposed  livestock  grazing  programs.  The  rationale 
and  basis  for  the  wilderness  recommendations  will  be  addressed  In 
detail  In  the  Wilderness  EIS.  Until  wilderness  study  areas  are 
released  from  wilderness  review,  they  will  be  managed  according  to 
the  Wilderness  Interim  Management  Policy. 


Bruneau-Kuna  Grazing  EIS 
July  19,  1982 
Page  2 
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well   as   to   improve   the  productivity  of   the  rangeland   for  all 
resources  including  wildlife  as  required  by  the  Public 
Rangelands  Improvement  Act(PRIA).      Furthermore,    we  have 
expected   the  BLM   to   comply   with   ethe  requirements  of  the 
National   Environmental   Policy   Act(NEPA)    and  other  applicable 
statutes  in  accomplishing  this  task.      Our  organization 
believes   that   adequate  range  EIS's  are   fundamental   to   and 
provide   the  primary  means  by  which  management   actions 
necessary   to   comply  with   these  laws  can  be  identified, 
implemented,   and   supported. 

The   draft   EIS   does  not  meet   this   test   and    does  not 
warrant  our   support.      What   we   find  is  a  document   that  is 
vague   and  misleading  in   addressing  resource  management  in 
the  Bruneau-Kuna  Planning  Unit.      There  are   frequent 
generalities,    technical   quotations  and   assumptions.      It 
lacks  clearly  defined  alternatives  and   the  reader  is  left 
wondering  and   searching   for  proposed  management   actions. 

There  is  no   background  or  rationale   for   the  proposed 
action.      Major  objectives(p   1-1)    does  not   contain  necessary 
and   relevant  information   about   the  land  use  plans.      If  the 
draft   EIS  is  based  upon   the   land  use   plan  multiple  use 
objectives,    then   the   draft   EIS   appears   flawed.      There  is  no 
evidence  of  interdisciplinary   team  recommendations.      Data 
and   explanation   for  decision   criteria  appears  to     be  in- 
suficient.      Additionally,   the  document   does  not   explain   the 
bias  to   accomadate  livestock   grazing,    speciflcallly: 

1)  Why   the  decision  was  made   to   increase  live- 
stock  grazing  despite   the   draft's  admission (Chap  3»   3-3) 

that   73%  of  the  range  is   currently  in  poor  and   fair  condition. 

2)  that  82%  is  in   a  downward   trend  or   static. 

3)  wildlife  habitat   for  antelope,    deer  and   sage- 
grouse,    etc.   is  rated  as  poor  and   fair  ecological   condition. 
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Bruneau-Kuna  Grazing  I 
July  19,  1982 
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k)    the   decision   to  make  a   special   effort   to 
develop  water   sources  within   the   first   five  years  to 
utilize  and/or  make" unusable" forage  in   areas  not 
currently  grazed  by   domestic  livestock, 

5)  the   decision   to   construct   the  Little  Jacks/ 
Big  Jacks  Creek  pipeline  into   an   area  having  significant 
wildlife   values.      An   action  which   would    jeopardize   the 
existing  California  bighorn    sheep  which   were   re- 
introduced within  recent   times. 

6)  the  inane   forage  allocation   to   wildlife  regard- 
less of   the   projected    forage   production   levels. 

7)  the  numerous  project   developments  and  land 
treatment  proposals(pp  2-9  and  2-10)   have  no   site 
specific   location,    justification,   or  assessment  of 
impact(s)   upon  v/ildlife,   watershed  or  other  public 
values  beyond   a  general    claim  of  "to   achieve   better 
distribution  of  livestock,   increase   forage  production, 
improve  watershed   condition,    and   improve   the   condition 
of  areas   for  wildlife." 

8)  an   economic   analysis  that   enumerates  ranch 
budgets  but  ignores  all  other  considerations  of  any 
economic   value(s)   of  the  public   lands  and   those  publics 
dependent  upon  or  benefiting   from   such  values  of  the 
public   rangelands. 

9)  no   assessment  or  discussion  of   the  impact(s)   of 
the  Bureau's   change  in  water  rights   filing  or  the 
impact  of  increased  maintenance   responsibility   by   the 
livestock  operator(s)    for  range  improvements,    especially 
developments  having  multiple  use  benefits,   i.e.    v/ildlife. 
After  reviewing  the  proposed  action  and  its  consequences, 

it  is   evident   certain   conflicts  between   wildlife  and  live- 
stock  exist,   but   they  are  not   resolved.      Problems  relative 
to   competition   for   spring   forage  when  it  is  critical   to  mule 
deer   for   fawn   survival,    sagegrouse   for  nesting  and  brood 
rearing  have  been  left  unanswered   even   though   late  turnout 
dates  are   recognized  as  beneficial   and  necessary   to   reduce 
conflicts.     The  problems  of  cover  removal   necessary  to   pro- 
tect     wildlife   from  natural   predators  has  been  ommitted, 
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i.e.    vegation   removal   adjacent   to   water   sources   especially 
useful   to   small    species  of  wildlife   for  protection. 
Protection  of  meadow  areas  is  recognized  but  no   action  pre- 
sent  or    future  is   addressed.      Are   the  meadows   to    be  a 
scarificial   lamb   to   livestock  operators? 

The   California  bighorn   sheep  is  greatly  impacted,   but 
two   courses  of  action,   later   turnout   dates  and  reduced 
grazing  are  not   adopted.      Instead,    grazing  is  increased   at 
the   expense  of  the '.bighorn   sheep.      We   do  not  viev;  the 
sacrifice  of   the   bighorn   sheep  habitat  in   Battle  Creek  as 
an   acceptable  management   action.      Additionally,    the   threat 
imposed   by   the  proposed  Little  Jacks/Big  Jacks  Creek  pipe- 
line only   compounds  the  problem  throughout  the  resource 
area.      The  potential   bighorn  habitat  is  threatened  with 
elimination  if  the  proposed   action  is  adopted  and  we   find 
that   likely   hood   undiserable. 

A   large  number  of  developments   and  land   treatments  have 
been  proposed(pp  2-9   and   2-10).      Which  of  the   developments 
represent  projects  already  planned   and  undertaken  as  part 
of  the   environmental   assessment  process?     Have   the  projects 
completed   since   the   scoping  process  been  deleted   from  the 
totals  on  pages  2-9   and  2-10?      What   are   the   cumulative   effects 
of  these  projects  on   the  resource?      What  is  the  proposed 
action    to    ensure   v/ildlife  has  a  year  around   supply  of  water 
available   at   the   water  developments?      Where  the  livestock 
operator  has  maintenance  responsibility   for  multiple  use 
range  improvements  what   assurance  or   safeguards  is  there  that 
wildlife  nesds  will   be  protected   and  met?     On  land  treatments, 
what   action,   if  any,    will   be   taken   to   prevent   spraying  or 
burning  of  bitterbrush   and  mountain  mahogany?      Who   will 
conduct,    supervise,   or  monitor  spraying  to   prevent   spraying 
in  riparian   areas   such   as  occurred  on   the  West   Fork, 
Shoo  fly  Creek?     The   foregoing  items  as  presented  in  the   draft 
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Response    to  Letter   No.    27 


27.17 


2m 


EIS  are  not   fully  or  adequately  addressed. 

We  participated  in  the  planning  process   from   the 
scoping  process  to   the  present.      There  is  little  inthe   draft 
EIS  that  reflects  the   concerns  or  issues  raised   by  organ- 
zations  or  individuals  sharing  our  views  and   for -which   they 
are  on  record.      The  livestock  bias  is  evident.      There  are  no 

I  real   altenatives  presented  only  variances  to   one   theme- 
increased  livestock  grazing  irrespective  of  resource   conflicts 
and  needs.      The  major  game   species  such   as  antelope, 
California  bighorn   sheep,   mule   deer,    and   sage  grouse  are 
relegated   to   expediencyC expendability).      Developments, 
especially  water  projects,    are  again  offered   as  a  panacea 
for  range  management   and   wildlife.      We   are   confronted  with 
unacceptable  losses  in   the  bighorn   sheep  populations. 
Economic   and   social   data  on  public   land  values  other  than 
ranching  are   excluded.     Many  other  points  relative   to   the 
inadequacy  of  this  document  would  be   to   lengthy   to   en- 
umerate  so   we  have  addressed  what  in  our  view  are   some  of 
the  most  obvious  deficiencies. 

Considering  the   foregoing   findings,    questions  and   state- 
ments,   District   J,    Idaho   Wildlife  Federation  requests  you 
give   equitable  and  prudent   consideration     to   the   short- 
comings of   the   Brunea-Kuna   Draft   EIS.      .7e   hope    that   our 
findings  and   comments  will   help  in  producing  a   final   doc- 
ument  that   treats   all   public   interests    fairly   and    equally, 
one  that  will   also  meet   the  needs  of  the  basic   resource- 
the  land. 


Cordially, 


O- 


27.1  See  Response  No.  21.1. 

27.2  See  Response  No.  21. A. 

27.3  See  Response  No.  21.5. 

27.4  See  Response  No.  21.6. 

27.5  See  Response  No.  21. 10a. 

27.6  See  Response  No.  21.10. 

27.7  No  Impacts  were  Identified  relating  to  the  Bureau's  water  or 
maintenance  policies.  Provisions  would  be  provided  to  meet 
wildlife  and  other  multiple  use  needs. 

27.8  Although  competition  for  forage  would  occur  on  mule  deer  spring 
range,  we  do  not  feel  that  this  would  limit  mule  deer  diets  to  a 
point  that  populations  would  not  expand.  Improvement  in  range 
condition  would  allow  populations  to  meet  Idaho  Department  of  Fish 
and  Game  1990  population  goals.  See  Response  No.  22.7  regarding 
sage  grouse. 

27.9  Wildlife  constraints  and  coordinating  measures  described  in  the 
proposed  action  would  provide  adequate  cover  to  meet  all  wildlife 
cover  requirements. 


27.10  See  Response  No.  22.6. 

27.11  See  Response  No.  2.2. 


Rus\sell  W.  Heughins 
Natural  Resources  Committee 


27.12  As  part  of  the  Bureau's  on  going  range  management  program,  a 
certain  number  of  water  developments  and  fencing  projects  are 
completed  each  year.  The  purpose  of  these  projects  Is  to  Improve 
range  condition  through  Improvement  of  livestock  utilization 
patterns.  These  projects  have  not  been  deleted  from  the  proposed 
projected  development  tables  because  these  tables  are  estimates  of 
total  project  needs  and  do  not  represent  the  precise  number  of 
project  developments  planned.  Impacts  of  on  going  projects  are 
assessed  through  the  environmental  assessment  process. 

27.13  The  cumulative  impacts  that  would  result  from  the  proposed  project 
developments  have  been  documented  throughout  the  individual 
resource  sections  In  the  Environmental  Consequences  Chapter. 

27.14  The  design  criteria  for  water  developments  in  the  proposed  action 
includes  measures  to  provide  water  for  wildlife.  Close 
coordination  and  supervision  would  be  necessary  to  ensure  that 
these  measures  are  carried  out. 
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27.15  A  stipulation  has  been  added  to  land  treatment  design  criteria  to 
restrict  the  burning  of  important  bitterbruah  or  mahogany  stands. 

27.16  Either  contract  supervisors  or  project  inspectors  would  closely 
monitor  spraying  projects  to  ensure  that  these  projects  comply 
with  the  required  stipulations. 
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27.17  See   Response   No.    37.3. 

27.18  See   Response    No.    21.19. 


Bureau    of   Land   Management 
Bruneau-Kuna   Grazing    EIS 
3948    Development    Avenue 
Boise,    Idaho   83705 


Re:  Written  Statement 

In  my  testimony  I  refered  to  page  4-15  of  the  EIS.  Your 
discussion  of  vegetation  allocation  at  that  point  is  at  least 
confusing  and  certainly  not  well  reasoned.  Under  the  proposed 
action,  43,500  of  48,000  acres  in  good  ecological  condition 
located  in  proposed  wilderness  areas  would  be  subject  to 
increased  grazing.  Beyond  admitting  that  the  condition  of 
areas  adjacent  to  water  sources  would  drop,  your  report  notes 
that  this  increased  use  could  have  other  serious,  but  unknown 
environmental  impacts.  In  addition,  your  report  states  that 
the  dynamics  of  the  environmental  system  are  poorly 
understood. 
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Considering  that  very  little  land  in  the  Boise  District  is 
still  in  good  ecological  condition,  it  does  not  seem 
appropriate  for  you  to  take  action  that  will  very  possibly 
destroy  the  last  land  in  that  state.  No  rationale  for 
reducing  land  in  good  condition  is  given.  Also,  I  would 
assume  that  part  of  the  o vera  11  i mprovment  in  the  grazing 
condition  of  the  land  covered  by  the  EIS  is  accompl ished  by 
reducing  good  condition  areas  to  a  lower  common  condition 
across  the  whole  Boise  District.  Your  report  does  not  explain 
how  this  feature  of  the  EIS  is  calculated. 


28.2 


Because  your  EIS  would  adversely 
reducing  ecological  condition  (yo 
any  other  conclusion)  I  am  not  ab 
Action.  One  of  the  values  of  wild 
naturalness  and  good  condition  of 
important  for  future  land-use  dec 
the  last  vistages  of  land  in  good 
hinder  objective  planning  in  the 
k now  wha t  was  good  or  bad  if  noth 
exists  for  comparison?  The  small 
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ecological  condition  under  the  EIS  proposal  that  would  be 
saved  in  wilderness  areas  is  not  enough  to  be  sure  some  areas 
in  good  condition  would  survive  natural  threats,  such  as 
f ire ,  or  management  and  human -caused  errors . 

Another  area  of  your  EIS  where  rationale  is  missing  appears 
at  page  2-24.  A  long  list  of  benefits  stemming  from  a  later 
turnout  date  is  given  which  certainly  would  benefit  the 
condition  of  the  land  and  wildlife.  However,  the  idea  is 
dismissed  apparently  because  it  is  inconvenient  for  the 
livestock  industry.  No  weight  is  given  at  this  point  in  your 
report  to  the  fact  that  elsewhere  the  EIS  states  that  the 
pressures  for  hunting  and  recreational  uses  will  increase. 
Unfortunately,  the  analysis  here  as  well  as  at  other  points 
in  the  EIS  appears  to  favor  only  one  use  --  livestock 
grazing. 


In  conclusion,  I  object  to  your  proposal  but  could  support 
the  reduced  grazing  alter native.  I  believe  it  would  be  wrong 
for  the  BLM  to  fail  at  putting  the  economic  situation  into 
better  perspective.  It  is  especially  wrong  for  the  EIS  to 
fail  to  evaluate  more  thoroughly  the  impacts  of  the  proposal 
on  other  public  land  users.  If  such  an  analysis  were 
performed,  it  is  likely  the  reduced  grazing  alternative  would 
look  more  appealing. 

Sincerely , 


rtv* 


Theodore  S .  Weigold 
1005  Fort  St. 
Boise,  Idaho  83702 


At  page  3-18  there 
situation.  Reading 
affected  area  comes 
report  states  that 
the  regional  income 
regiona 1  income  gen 
remarkable  that  1  it 
developing  other  mo 
land.  Repeatedly  th 
the  ranching  com mu n 
numbers  of  persons 
otherwise  use  these 
public  should  be  co 


is  a  discussion  of  the  economics  of  the 
your  figures,  90%  of  the  income  in  the 

from  non-livestock  sources.  Then  the 
permittee's  income  represents  only  1%  of 

Considering  the  small  percentage  of 
erated  by  these  BLM  land-users,  it  is 
tie  discussion  in  the  EIS  is  directed  at 
re  beneficial  uses  of  this  public 
is  EIS  talks  in  terms  of  the  feelings  of 
ity.  Nothing  is  said  about  the  larger 
who  hunt ,  f ish ,  hike,  camp ,  photograph  and 

lands.  This  imbalance  in  treatment  of  the 
rrected. 


Unfortunately  the  controversey  about  the  Jack's  Creek 
and  pipeline  dominates  most  discussion  of  this  report 
objecting  to  the  line  on  the  basis  of  its  probable  cos 
the  public  and  wild  sheep,  an  objection  should  be  lodg 
.the  basis  of  the  fact  it  distracts  from  numerous  other 
K  bisections  of  this  EIS.  The  pipeline  should  have  its  own 
v*  'Then  other  features  of  the  proposed  action  would  be  st 
and  facts  such  as  the  amount  of  soil  degredation  and  s 
bank  erosion  would  receive  the  criticism  they  deserve, 
iproposal  would  decrease  soil  stability  on  about  half  o 
[public  streams.  Alternative  14  would  show  decreases  on 
29%.  It  seems  the  proposal  is  sacrificing  public  lands 
the  use  of  a  small  group  of  individuals,  or  at  least  t 
what  the  figures  in  the  report  suggest. 
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Response  to  Letter  No.  28 


The  Intent  is  not  to  reduce  all  rangeland  to  a  common  denominator 
but  to  bring  It  up  to  a  good  condition  class-  As  noted  in 
Appendix  Tables  B-5  and  B-6,  the  acreage  in  good  range  condition 
would  Increase  from  334,600  acres  to  627,045  acres  over  a  20  year 
period.  The  proposed  action  does  not  propose  any  livestock  use 
increases  on  4,500  acres  of  the  48,000  acres  in  good  range 
condition  that  are  » located  within  wilderness  study  areas.  Any 
water  developments  within  the  48,000  acres  would  be  carefully 
evaluated  through  the  environmental  assessment  process. 

The  range  condition  would  be  maintained  or  improved  on  all  areas 
except  those  immediately  adjacent  to  water.  The  scientific  or 
ecological  values,  however,  could  be  adversely  affected  by 
increased  grazing  use-  Because  of  this,  specific  projects  would 
be  evaluated  through  the  environmental  assessment  process  to 
ensure  they  conform  with  the  Wilderness  Interim  Management  Policy. 

As  grazing  systems  or  allotment  management  plans  are  implemented, 
turnout  dates  would  be  adjusted  so  that  grazing  use  would  not 
occur  prior  to  the  range  readiness  date  determined  for  each 
specific  allotment.  This  date  would  be  established  based  on  soil 
and  watershed  needs,  plant  maintenance  requirements,  wildlife 
needs  and  other  resource  values  present. 

Since  this  Is  an  EIS  on  the  grazing  management  program,  other 
aspects  of  the  Bureau's  management  plans  are  not  included.  Many 
other  proposals  regarding  the  use  of  the  area  for  other  resources 
are  Included  in  the  Management  Framework  Plan- 

This  was  not  felt  to  be  any  significant  Impact  to  the  social  well 
being  of  the  recreation  users.  There  is  felt  to  be  ample 
opportunity  for  recreation  use  within  and  adjacent  to  the  study 
area.  With  the  exception  of  hunting  use,  it  was  not  felt  that  the 
proposal  would  affect  the  recreation  use  of  the  area.  We  have 
expanded  the  discussion  of  Impacts  relating  to  the  economic  value 
of  the  changes  in  hunting  use  in  the  text  change  section.  Also, 
see  Response  No.  21.10  and  34.3.    ' 


The  Jacks  Creek  Pipeline  proposal  and  impacts  ai 
detail  than  some  other  elements  because  this 
issue  at  the  scoping  meeting. 


treated  in  more 
is  raised  as  an 


This  impact  on  soil  stability  described  in  the  Draft  EIS  would 
result  if  the  level  of  AUMs  proposed  in  the  proposed  action  were 
implemented  with  only  limited  livestock  rest  or  deferment  built 
into  grazing  systems.  If  grazing  systems  are  Implemented  that 
contain  more  rest  or  deferment,  the  adverse  impacts  would  be 
lessened.  A  constraint  has  been  added  to  the  proposed  action 
which  stipulates  that  Increases  in  livestock  use  would  not  be 
allowed  if  this  increased  use  would  adversely  affect  soil 
stability . 


Foresl     Humboldt  National  Forest 

Service    976  Mountain  City  Highway 

Elko,  NV.  89801 
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rWy,0   1920 

o.i,   July  15,  1982 


Ted  Milesnick 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Bruneau-Kuna  Grazing  EIS 
Boise  District  Office 
3948  Development  Avenue 
L  Boise,  Idaho   83705 


Dear  Mr.  Milesnick: 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity 
EIS. 


nd  to  the  Bru 


Our  sole  cormr 
management  fo 


ind 


the  references  to  riparian  area-fisheries 
iii  in  the  summary,  and  on  pages  2-6  and  2-7. 


On  page  iii  it  is  stated  that  278  miles  of  streams  have  been  identified 
for  grazing  exclusion  or  special  habitat  management.   According  to 
statements  on  pages  2-6  and  2-7,  125  miles  will  be  reserved  for  wild- 
life, etc.,  and  153  miles  might  or  might  not  include  total  exclusion. 

I  Concerning  this  step,  we  feel  more  specificity  should  be  entered 
into  the  document.   Total  exclusion  usually  involves  fencing,  and 
unless  you  are  referring  to  very  short  gap  fences,  this  becomes 
extremely  expensive.   An  obligation  for  future  annual  maintenance 
is  also  incurred.   This  obligation  may  be  burdensome  in  light  of 
unknown  budgets  down  the  road.   Exclusion  by  fencing  should  be 
a  last  resort  and  more  specific  location  identification  should 
be  attempted. 

In  addition,  the  statement  on  page  iii  "The  remainder  of  the 
riparian  areas  would  remain  in  unsatisfactory  condition,"  inserts 
a  strongly  negative  attitude  into  your  draft  statement.   Granted, 
landownership  patterns  may  make  management  measures  difficult, 
but  time  frames  for  improvement  can  be  expanded,  the  possibility 
for  consolidated  management  of  intermingled  lands  is  present,  etc. 
We  suggest  the  adoption  of  a  more  positive  management  concept. 

Again,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment.   We  appreciate 
the  effort  that  goes  into  one  of  these  statements. 

Sincerely, 


t5L'  i 


Forest  Supervisor 


Response  to  Letter  No-  29 


The  exact  location  of  fences  cannot  be  identified  at  this  time. 
It  Is  anticipated  that  grazing  exclusion  would  occur  on  107  of  the 
153  stream  miles  because  these  streams  are  located  within  narrow 
deep  canyons.  Exclusion  would  be  accomplished  by  gap  fencing 
access  points  along  the  canyon  rims.  Because  natural  barriers 
exist  along  these  rims,  only  50  miles  of  fence  would  be  needed  to 
exclude  grazing  use  of  these  streams. 
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71+i+O  Manorwood  Drive 
Boiae,    Idaho  83701+ 
July   16,    1982 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Bruneau-Kuna  Grazing  EIS 

391+0  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  Idaho  83705 


Gentlemen, 


30 


Bruneau-Kuna  Grazing  Environmental 
Impact  Statement. 


I  am  strongly  opposed  to  your  proposed  action  for  the  management  of 
the  Bruneau-Kuna  public  land  in  Southwest  Idaho.   I  do  not  feel  that 
its  application  is  in  the  best  interest  of  the  land,  the  wildlife,  the 
general  public,  or  even  the  powerful  livestock  interests  who  appear  to 
be  so  opposed  to  good  iand  use  practices  ;  but  who  through  their  con- 
tinued overuse  and  abuse  of  this  rangeland  will  eventually  destroy  its 
productive  capacity. 

A  cooperative  study  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  the  Forest  Service, 
the  Economic  Research  Service,  and  the  Department  of  Water  Resources 
reveals     "excessive  erosion  has  been  recognized  for  many  years  in  the 
Middle  Snake  River  Basin  of  which  this  area  is  a  part.. (Ada,  Adams,  Boise, 
Canyon,  Elmore,  Gem,  Owyhee,  Payette,  v*alley,  and  Washington  Counties 
comprise  the  makeup  of  this  basin)   The  total  soil  erosion  from  the 
combined  counties  amounts  to  ltil,000  acres,  or  one  fourth  of  the  sur- 
face irrigated  lands...  Approximately  Ij.  million  tons  of  erosion  occurs 
every  year^  plugging  up  our  streams  and  filling  up  our  resevoirsj.  Although 
erosion  on  undisturbed  rangeland  is  relatively  .am^ll  per  acre.  algal£lMjM 
quantities  of  sediment  are  produced  because  of  the  large  acreage  of  range- 
iand.   Three  hundred  thousand  acres  need  improved  vegetative  cover.   Light 
or  even  moderate  grazing  would  allow  grasses  to  develop  maximum  root  and 
vegetative  growth  and  would  provide  adequate  erosion  control  and  Increase! 
forage  produc  tion"-::- 

In  spite  of  the  fact  that  you  must  have  had  access  to  this  information 
you  plan  to  increase  livestock  allocations  to  202,275  AUM's,  which  is 
7  %   above  the- past  five-year  licensed  use. 

One  of  the  most  heartless  aspects  of  your  planning,  in  my  opinion,  is 
your  sacrifice  of  the  Bighorn  sheep  to  the  cattle  interests.   Numerous 
authorities  whom  I  have  read  cite  over-grazing  by  domestic  animals  as 
the  major  reason  for  the  elimination  of  the  Ovis  Canadensis  Californiana 


in  Washington,  Oregon,  Nevada,  and  Idaho  at  the  turn  of  the  century. 
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Their  ^introduction  into  Idaho  was  brought  about  as  you  are  awar 
through  the  cooperative  effort  of  the  Idaho  Pish  and  Game  Department 
and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.     The  Fish  and  Game  Department 
obtained  surplus  bighorns  from  the  Williams  Lake,  British  Columbia 
area  and  the  BLM  assumed  the  responsibility  for  the  protection  of 
their  habitat...  One  of  the  key  components  in  the  Bighorns  successful 
adaptation  to  the  Little  Jacks  Creek  area  has  been  the  natural  bar- 
rier that  the  lack  of  water  on  the  rims  of  the  canyons  has  provided. 
This  has  caused  a  natural  separation  of  domestic  livestock  and  the 
wild  herds...  and  is  a  condition  that  is  now  being  threatened  by 
the  introduction  of  a  pipeline (into  one  of  the  major  gathering  areas 
of  the  bighorns)  to  provide  water  for  cattle. 

James  K.  Morgan  in  his  article  Last  Stand  For  the  Bighorns  (  National 
Geographic,  1973  )  makes  the  following  statement  that  is  as  appropriate 
today  as  it  was  when  he  wrote  it.   "  A  practice  that  figures  heavily 
in  the  continued  decline  of  some  remanant  bighorn  populations  on  public 
lands  is  the  Bureau  of  Land  Managements  range  improvement  programs. 
Acreage  with  easy  accessibility  and  available  water  was  the  first  to 
be  used  for  livestock  grazing  and  bighorn  have  long  been  extinct  on 
those  grasslands.   Remanant  bighorn  herds  have  hung  on  by  utilizing 
the  remote  and  difficult- to-graze  nooks  and  crannies.   But  as  range 
improvement  money  becomes  available,  the  Bureau  develops  roads,  trails, 
fences,  water  holes,  and  water  pipe  lines  into  remote  parts  of  the 
range  to  facilitate  dispersal  of  livestock.  This  steady  invasion   of 
their  last  winter  ranges  subjects  bighorns  to  intensified  human  activity 
and  competition  for  preferred  forage.'.'.  He  further  states  "  A  new 
approach  to  overgrazing  on  public  lands  is  "  rest  rotation  "  or  resting 
the  grass  plants  during  at  least  one  year  out  of  three  or  four.   Some 
studies  suggest  that  rest-rotation  grazing  unless  accompanied  by  a 
reduction  in  livestock  numbers,  may  sometimes  increase  the  damage. 
Streams  suffer  as  heavy  livestock  use  causes  fish-sheltering  banks  to  cave 
off;  fencing  necessary  for  the  rest-rotation  program  is  detrimental  to 
wildlife"   Morgan  contends  that  the  blame  for  the  poor  condition  of  the 
range  and  the  impact  on  the  bighorns  cannot  simply  be  put  on  the  Bureau. 
It  is  charged  with  administration  of  public  grazing  lands,  but  has 
lacked  public  and  legislative  support  to  reduce  the  number  of  grazing 
permits. 

Keeping  the  above  in  mind,  it  is  my  opinion  that  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  in  advancing  the  development  of  AUM's  for  cattle  at  the 
expense  of  all  other  values  is  in  conflict  with  Public  Law  9U-579  (1976) 
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which  states  that  management  of  public  lands  shall  be  on  the  basis! 
of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield.   The  proposed  action,  in  my  opinion 
does  neither.   Its  primary  direction  is  the  appeasment  of  the  cattle 
industry  at  the  expense  of  the  land,  the  wildlife,  and  the  people 
whose  rightful  heritage  is  that  land. 

I  therefore  support  Alternative  ft  U   and  would  request  a  more  fair 
allocation  of  AUM's  for  wildlife  plus  an  increase  in  the  unallocated 
forage...  I  very  strongly  oppose  the  introduction  of  the  pipeline 
into  the  Jack'sCreek  Plateau. 

Will  you  please  notify  me  of  any  action  that  will  affect   the  Jacks' 
Creek  Plateau  and  the  wilderness  study  areas. 

Sincerely, 


Mar/orie   G.    Hayes 


bureau   of   Li  ■■  > 
orunt  uu-Kum 
>  >hti   L>i  ucJ  ji     .  nl 
Boise,    Icsti 
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Gentlemen : 

My  interest  (level  pec  Ln  the  proposed  construction  of 
tween  Little  Jnc.;s  -a..:  !  ig  Jack:;  .J:  ee*  nftet  the  !'ur<_> 
ment   reversed    their    former   dec;;,. on   not    to   buj  Lj    it. 

My    background    includes    dealing  with    the    fire    prulectii. 
cipal    water    systems    r„r   over   a    quarter   of   a    century. 
I   become    active-    Ln    tne    affairs    of    the   American   Wa'.jr    „ 


My   knowledge   about    water    systems   made  me    aware    thet    to       I        .    ■ 

quoted   on    the    ealimuted    r>si    of    the    ,    ic:<       trtek   proje' 

unrealistic...    The    last,    eiavt-n   years    of   my    business    l'fi 

oral   manager    i)    a    s-ic  I  !   c  lrporaiion   when     ;    m.«    ace    uta 

planning   anu    expenrti  lures    to   u    b.isre     if     ,  .     . 

b>    sub.-  lont  .    t.  .  il  -  ,  .  . 

concur  with    the    ..„      onoJ    ■\c.n,  1. 1 .-, '.r    tioiii     ■•!    .  r- 1     c      ,    nor,  ■     -, 

e  in,;.      The    above    informal,    a    may    n<- 1  r    y     .    i      ,  v  ,  ,  u.  : .    . 

concern. 

Y-ur  estimated  coot,  lppnrenlly  wore  ha  Lily   'o^,.,  ;...-  ■- 
ages  of  previous  projects.   \o  engineering  i..r      ,■•   ,   .  •  n,     ,  ., 
the  proposal. 

The  well  has  been  drilled  uno  tested  ;ut  with  ;•    L'i  ..  |   in   ; 
per  minute.   The  v.ell  is  ..csteu  at  an  eLevation  jf  ;,  ><! j    ;t  •-,.  :: 
level.   This  water  will  be  jumped  by  a  vertija   turbine  '  i    >ra, 
ugh  about  five  {lj)    miles  of  pipe.   The  stor«te  w;i,  tc  .-.  t  .  ,j   n 
and  will  develop  o  static  head  of  33.J  rt',t  or  about  1.  ■ .  . 
inch  at  the  pump.   The  pump  has  not  been  s<  e/u;  t.ul   1,  uo  t.e 
to  pump  against  the  itatl   head  and  the  friction  loss  in  ite 
merciol  electricity  is  not  reauily  ovailaoli     I    tier,;,;  -  .u:  .  1 
be  from  an  internal    it    .  :.  1  igine,  eitner  connected  by  •  .'-•.■: 
*>r    through  0  generator  t  1  operal        jmn.   b|  cru'.in.' 
be  useu  t>   activalt  .v    „;-.ut  down  thi  purrs  .,    -1  :•■.  .  n  . 
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lion   bf   the   water 
•  ronr   an;    of   a   h  i 

3f   water  whi 


a  &i>'     :  .         ITti      u  .pe      :  111:  .      - 

o   accomodate    '.rut   punpin,-   hea 

Cx     </b     VO     closes. 


t'   ai      !         1  t.:    el;    ;:..:.    '..tie   stopuge   cannot   .itanc     iui       i  Ke 

iml  1. .iriii'u    in   excavation.      A  re-inforced   c  merete    tank 

:    ■    ■    ■    ■       '     "t       "       :     .    gical    choice.      The    four   gravity    iines    from 
[in     stopo.(       wi  i  :    requir      tiignur    (    neavier    )    cias?    pipe.       The    line   run- 
r.i;.g    to    t.ne    Sou  tin       t  ,      xperience    static   pressure    of   over   135   FSI 

■-     ineii    J.       The   Nortneast   line    elevation   difference 

31      ;      ,";c    Yzi    anu    the    line    extending   oown    tne 
i  rest  nl        'to  ,  torr  idor    tncicateo    n   drop    of    1970    feet,    or 

r.    the   1     i.'-  up    end    A    the    line.       :r;u     ;.il    necessitate    the 
s    :    -.o        "..      ,;u    ot    u:'essure   regulators    on       :wc    1     I    ii    ce    tranches 
'■'..""  lot  1  .  .  ■.        1         ...    ret: 

u-:t  w   c      *■■■'  o         at      ':,     .--tova.^    .    t'i    to   pi  . v   it   w     ic    ;....;     iver- 

'' .    v.       ,nnit 


;      011  :. 

:.I).T,     ,u  ;,t'.:; 


.:      iv    m  ■ 


1  1       '.ade   alon, 


1  it  iincr    e|      :   ma  ;o  wo  tor  1  ji  .  1  able  to  Li  v.  t  .■.  >  ba:  not 
letermine  1  nor  has  the  number  been  identified,  the  ISIS  statement 
'  ons  one   er  mile.   it  w< uld  appear  same  kind  of  control  ;  would  be 
lea  to  regulate  the  flow  into  open  recepticies  which  woula  approxi- 
mite  the  demands  of    the  livestock. 

After  discussing  tnis  project  with  consulting  engineers,  it  appears 
there  ere  bu  '  items  where  cust  estimate;;  could  be  made  ond  one  item 
which  has  been  determined. 

The  weLL  cost  +  il.Uoij  dollars.   I  am  advised  that  this  will  not  oe 
harmed  to  the  :  "oject  since  it  is  already  paid  for.   This  is  nonsense 
nee  it  ha.  no  other  function  than  to  serve  the  Jj:<;  Creek  pipeline. 

The  reservoir  [.rope   ;.  r'jinforced  to  prevent  crack. n.'  w  ■  '.  i  c.--st  about 

'  •  :  I'f  '■••■        ■■    iccer1  ■   •   a  .0:.:  ult  jr.,-  firm  nnglnee".    t-iftv  thousand 
'''■'  ■■'•'■'■         <>.                       ■    •    ttj  rive  cent:-  i   -,1  equal:.    , -,i00  doliors. 
IT  s  estimate  is  pr.-ra!  'v    <■    because  it  is  a  quote  for  ;.  municipality 
and  does  not  i  ....J'   i _>;  trar.rporl  it  on  tt  ...his  remote  site. 


'h      f;  jit;       .  ■   ■•  1  1  • 
.       .  .'00     )     1  i:n  -ii 


.    d    enuai    ihout    one   I  utt    "-til    thousand 
';      ..tn   much   of    the    pipe    can    De   purctiased 


con  id u r 


for  fifty  cents  [    SO  )  h  foot   and  th(>  BL.*I  has  a  pretty  eiTirient 
of  trenching  and  pipe  iaying  equipment,  i  have  eatimatnd^one  dol 
(1)  per  foot  overall  c^st  due  to  provable  rock  areas  .n  the 
and  the  need  for  high  cLass  pipe  for  a  eoon   ujrtion  ^f  the  p 
This  would  amount  tu  fr.jm  one  hundred  thousand  [    100,0)0  )  '.. 
hundred  and  twenty  five  thousand  (  L^.COO  ,  doll  r  . 


fj  J,. 


Other  costs  the 


mus  t  cor  a  id  or 


Should  the  bLrf  insist  on  proceeding  I  would  appreciate  a  copy  of 
your  cost  ana'  yr. ia  und  identification  of  the  benef  iciarin:;  of  this 
pro jec  t . 

For  the  record  ■  support  Alternative  It  for  rt-duced  livestock  uso  to 
become  J   ■■-   proposes  -<i ■  t.  ,  on  . 

Thank  you  for  or.slderinj  this  letter  and  for  the  h,lS  statement. 
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ts  for  i  L  the  ■  •  ■  c.o-i  rac  Loi  I 
(  mer,  Tue  1  storage  and  r  iu:  i.*  i 
;r> ,  and  r  up£op  0'  pressure  r  ■  .t  q  1 


(1)   Engine'  r 
(  2)      Pumpi*»f ,  motor 
(  "})   Contro]  s  ,  v:a  lv 
the  lines. 

(li )   Troughs  or  other  appurtenances  which  wouLo  mikr  tru  w:  i.'m-   -  j  '  .> -it  le 
to  the  .livestock. 

(5)  Operating  costs,  which  shouJd  include  knowlegeablu  ier«onci.  J  capable 
of  repairing  DreaKdowns  in  any  of  the  many  mcchan'ca;  devices  that 
will  be  necessary  to  properly  operate  this  system,  i    Prolonged 
failure  of  any  major  components  can  cause  heavy  lossc   of  live- 
stock, such  as  was  experienced  in  Sa  stern  Ore/'.on  knout,  five  yearn 
ago. 

(6)  Roads  for  the  maintenance   of  the  project  have  not  been  conaidereu 
but  logic  tells  us  thet  for  the  upkeep  of  a  project  oi  th:;.   in 
would  be  necer-ssry. 

i'iven  w  L  th  thi:,  very  ".ncomp  le  te  mf  urmut   n  I  w  u       ■  ■  ■ «  ■ , 

the  whole  project.   Thi  m,.-,  estimate  i  lz<   I '."  if  "hi  m.t  '.'  .    '<0  *  <j 

make  available  ?,  3S0  Auft's  ic  fis  :  Li;,   ir^cpo.is '.  1.  ■■...  .  ;  •  i  ■     . 

when  the  AUM's  will  steadily  decline  i/oti  r.hu  momtni  /■u.   ...■* 

The  EIS  notes   that  as  well  b:j  the  negative  rif/Yct   n   t  it  i   ■  ■■■... 

Using  the  starting  figure  of  2300  AUM'j,  l.;ii:   ..  I   ■,■■  I  .,   ,jj  j.ki 

unit  per  annum  or   $t*900  per  year.  Half  of  thi  fees  p\i. 

to  the  stockmari  in  the  form  of  range  improvement.   II 

ment  funds  were  applied  to  the  $163*000  expenditure  11 

forty  seven  years  of  todays  dollars  with  no  interest  considt rat!  ^n  to 

retire  the  project  cost.   No  operating  or  replacement  co3ts  art  inrluded, 

and  the    figures  are  extremely  low  if  my  assessments  are  correct. 

This  project  just  does  not  ma*<e  sense.  .  .  It  appears  to  rac  to  oe  a  pure 
and  simple  subsidy  of  a  few  operators  of  the  livestock  industry  bi  public 
expense . 


/f Ju>  ,#/*- 


William  S.  Hayes. 


Hon.    Jim   NcCH>$c 

Hun.    Steve    ilymms 
Hon   Larry   Craig 
Clair   M,    Whi  tl ock 


; -   ll    ., 

r  iiit/o     Lnj.  • 

>ve- 

l  C      Ua£      L  C 

me 

Response  to  Letter  No-  31 


A  more  detailed  description  of  the  pipeline  development 
specifications  and  revised  construction  and  operating  costs  have 
been  Included  in  the  revised  description  of  the  proposed  action. 
Following  is  a  breakdown  of  the  costs  included  in  the  EIS. 
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Cost 

Proposed 

Alternative    3 

Increased 

Livestock 

Item 

Action 

Use 

Mainline 

Materials   -   26,800   ft   -   4"   PVC 

$   33,500 

$   33,500 

Installation 

10,720 

10,720 

Puap  Station 

Materials  -   7    1/2   HP  pump,    20   KW 

20,500 

20,500 

dlesel,    pumphouse, 

generator 

Installation 

11,000 

11,000 

Roadvork 

2,000 

2,000 

Storage   Reservoir 

Proposed  Action  -    500,000  gallon 

20,000 

Alternative   3   -    1,000,000   gallon 

35,000 

Lateral  Lines  -  P. A.   -   72,400  ft. 

Alt.    3   -    169,500   ft 

Materials  -   1    1/2  or   2"    poly   pipe 

31,856 

74,580 

Labor 

5,480 

12,840 

Troughs   -  P. A.    -   13,    Alt.    3-29 

Material 

3,900 

8,700 

Labor   (Includes  valve    Installation) 

4,900 

11,100 

Misc.    (Valves,    etc.) 

7,535 

17,655 

Guzzlers   -   P. A.    -    13,    Alt.    3-29 

5,200 

11,600 

TOTAL 

Materials 

102,491 

166,535 

Labor 

54,100 

82,660 

$156,591 

$249,195 

32.1 


32.2 
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SIERRA  CLUB 

NORTHERN  ROCKIES  CHAPTER 
MIDDLE  SNAKE  GROUP 

BOX  552 

BOISE,  ID  83701 

July  19,  1982 


Martin  J.  Zimmer,  Manager 
Boise  District,  BLM 
3948  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  ID  83705 

Dear  Mr.  Zimmer: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Bruneau-Kuna  grazing 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  We  feel  the  Proposed  Action  does 
not  meet  multiple  use  standard  mandated  by  FLPMA.   In  addition,  we  feel 
the  conclusions  reached  in  analyzing  the  impact  of  the  proposed  action 
are  often  not  supported  by  the  DEIS. 

1.  The  DEIS  states  the  proposed  action  will  have  no  significant  effect 
on  Climate,  Topography,  Minerals,  Geology,  Air  Quality,  Threatened  and 
Endangered  Plant  and  Wildlife  Species,  Cultural  Resources,  Flood  Plains 
and  Prime  or  Unique  Farmlands.  What  is  the  basis  for  this  conclusion? 

2.  The  DEIS  is  based  on  several  assumptions,  including: 

a.  Funding  available  to  BLM  will  be  adequate  to  implement  all 
portions  of  the  proposed  action. 

b.  BLM  will  be  adequately  staffed. 

c.  Water  developments  will  be  completed  in  5  years. 

d.  Some  beneficial  effects  will  accrue  from  grazing  deferment. 

e.  Acreage  identified  for  treatment  will  be  treated  although 
this  may  vary  from  allotment  to  allotment. 

What  is  the  basis  for  these  assumptions?  What  will  be  the 
effect  if  these  assumptions  are  not  valid?  What  would  be  the 
effect  of  variations  in  land  treatment  from  allotment  to  allotment? 

3.  The  DEIS  notes  the  response  of  existing  vegetation  depends  on  the 
present  condition  of  the  vegetation.  BLM's  ability  to  plan  is,  therefore, 
dependent  on  your  data  base  of  the  range  resource. 

Has  BLM  had  the  resources  available  to  develop  an  adequate 
inventory?  Will  you  have  the  resouces  to  monitor  the  range 
over  the  next  decade?  How  many  man  months  have  been  used 
for  inventory  in  the  past?  How  many  are   budgeted  for  the 
future?  How  about  transportation  resources? 
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BOX  552 
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4.  The  DEIS  analysis  of  the  effect  on  riparian  zones  points  out  the 
nonfenced  areas  will  not  improve.  The  effects  do  not  appear  to  be 
further  analyzed.  Given  the  critical  nature  of  these  areas  and  the 
probable  increased  grazing  pressure  on  them,  we  feel  the  effect  of  the 
proposed  action  should  receive  detailed  analysis. 

5.  The  DEIS  states  that  in  those  allotments  where  there  will  be  an 
increase  in  initial  livestock  use  205S  of  the  acreage  is  predicted  to 
improve  in  range  condition.  What  is  the  basis  for  this  prediction? 
The  DEIS  states  monitoring  will  be  required  before  a  higher  prediction 
can  be  made.  This  leads  to  the  possibility  that  the  prediction  is  not 
firm.  Have  alternate  outcomes  been  analyzed? 

6.  The  DEIS  (pg.  4-3)  states  that  range  condition  on  allotments  with 
large  areas  in  poor  condition  is  expected  to  improve  even  though  some 
will  receive  increased  grazing  use  because  stocking  rates  on  all  ranges 
are  "based  on  proper  livestock  use  levels."  We  don't  follow  the  logic. 
We  feel  that  in  most  cases  poor  range  condition  is  the  result  of  live- 
stock use  and  increasing  that  use  is  unlikely  to  improve  the  condition 
at  the  point  of  increase. 

7.  The  DEIS  states  land  treatment  will  lead  to  a  reduction  in  native 
shrubs  and  replacement  with  highly  palatable  native  and  introduced 
grasses  and  shrubs.   It  does  not  say  what  plants  will  be  introduced  or 
discuss  the  ratio  of  native  to  introduced.  Nor  does  it  give  a  basis 
for  the  conclusion  that  native  shrubs  will  re-establish  themselves. 
Will  this  re-establishment  require  re-treatment?  What  is  the  projected 
lifetime  of  land  treatment  projects? 

18.  The  DEIS  notes  that  unfenced  riparian  zones  will  suffer  soil  surface 
disturbance  and  heavy  utilization.  What  will  be  the  effects  of  this 
abuse? 

9.  The  DEIS,  in  discussing  antelope,  points  out  that: 

a.  Dietary  overlap  is  the  limiting  factor  on  antelope. 

b.  The  adverse  effect  of  water  developments. 

c.  The  hazards  presented  by  new  fences. 

The  conclusion  that  the  proposed  action  will  result  in  no  change  does  not 
appear  to  follow  from  the  discussion. 


32.10 


32.11 


10.  The  DEIS  concludes  the  proposed  action  will  be  generally  beneficial 
to  Big  Horn  sheep.  This  conclusion  does  not  appear  to  be  supported  by 
the  analysis.  For  example: 

a.  Two  to  three  square  miles  of  Big  Horn  habitat  east  of  Rattlesnake 
Creek  will  become  available  for  livestock  with  displacement  of 
Big  Horn  sheep. 

b.  In  the  Battle  Creek  area  there  is  inadequate  information  to  deter- 
mine the  effect  but  the  DEIS  acknowledges  loss  of  the  entire 
population  is  possible. 

The  DEIS  acknowledges  the  Jack's  Creek  Pipeline  is  inconsistent  with  the 
proposed  action  stipulation.   It  further  acknowledges  that  meeting  Big 
Horn  sheep  objectives  is  dependent  on  a  speculative  improvement  in  habi- 
tat in  the  Battle  Creek  allotment. 

111.  For  Sagegrouse  the  DEIS  discusses  several  factors  but  there  is  no 

train  of  logic  or  evidence  leading  to  the  conclusion  that  population  levels 
|will  remain  at  current  levels. 

If  forced  to  choose  an  alternative  from  the  alternatives  offered,  we  would 
urge  you  to  select  alternative  4.   (Reduced  livestock  use).  We  make  this 
recommendation,  not  because  we  oppose  grazing,  but  because  this  alternative 
appears  to  offer  the  best  chance  for  management  of  the  Resource  Area  con- 
sistent with  the  principle  of  multiple  use.  We  would  prefer  to  see  con- 
struction of  an  alternative  defined  in  terms  of  the  range  resource.  What 
measures  are  needed  to  protect  all  riparian  zones,  improve  all  range  to  at 
least  good  condition  and  improve  wildlife  habitat  to  the  point  that  wild- 
life is  limited  by  factors  other  than  range.  Once  these  parameters  have 
been  determined  ,  what  level  of  grazing  can  be  accommodated  within  them? 
We  would  like  to  see  such  an  alternative  presented  because  we  feel  it  would 
be  a  viable  alternative  within  the  multiple  use  mandate  of  FLPMA. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  these  comments. 


CL  W^AjU*  CMC 

Charles  C.  Yoder 
Chai  rman 


Response  to  Letter  No.  32 


Because  of  the  nature  of  livestock  grazing  and  the  associated 
management  practices,  their  influence  would  not  be  sufficient  to 
change  the  climate ,  topography ,  minerals,  geology  or  air  quality 
within  the  area.  Threatened  and  endangered  plant  and  wildlife 
species  and  cultural  resources  would  not  be  adversely  af  fee  ted 
because  of  the  management  stipulations  and  standard  operating 
procedures  described  in  the  proposed  action.  Prime  and  unique 
farmlands  would  not  be  Impacted  because  none  would  be  affected  by 
the  proposed  action. 


Based  on  the  impl 
chedule 


ntation  cost,  the  10  year  implementation 
-.ailabillty  of  funds  from  several  sources 
(Public  Rangeland  Improvement  Act  [PRIA]  funds,  grazing 
advisory  board  funds,  and  range  betterment  funds)  it  is 
reasonable  to  expect  that  the  proposal  could  be  implemented . 
If  money  is  not  available,  less  project  development  or 
management  measures  would  be  implemented. 

It  was  necessary  to  establish  a  given  level  so  that  the  Impact 
analysis  could  be  made.  If  the  BLM  Is  not  adequately  staffed, 
portions  of  the  proposal  may  have  to  be  modified.  A  portion 
of  the  manpower  needs  could  come  from  conservation  groups  and 
ranchers- 

Because  rangeland  suitability  due  to  lack  of  water ,  was  not 
available  on  a  portion  of  the  area,  it  was  assumed  that  water 
would  be  developed  and  that  the  AUMs  would  be  available  for 
livestock  use  as  Is  reflected  in  the  initial  allocation 
If  water  is  not  made  available  because  of  lack  of 
conflicts  with  other  resource  uses,  the  initial 
use  would  be  below  that  described  in  the  proposed 


figures . 
funds  or 
livestock 
action. 


The  assumption  was  that 
periodically   applied, 
accrue . 


limited 
>t   that 


el  of  deferment  would  be 
nef icial   affects   would 


The  text  has  been  changed  to  Indicate  that  the  economic  and 
vegetation  impacts  sections  used  this  assumption-  The 
treatment  acreage  may  be  less  than  this  if  required  to  protect 
other  resource  values.  It  was  necessary  to  make  this 
assumption  to  ensure  that  other  resource  values  were  protected 
and  still  provide  acreage  and  production  figures  for  impact 
assessment  in  these  two  elements  because  site  specific 
projects  incorporating  other  multiple  use  needs  have  not  been 
determined .  If  the  acreage  of  land  treatments  were  reduced , 
project  development  costs ,  forage  production,  and  vegetation 
Impprovements  would  decrease. 


We  feel  that  the  inventory  conducted  within  the  EIS  area  Is 
adequate  for  the  use  which  we  put  It  too.  We  anticipate  that  we 
would  have  funds  to  monitor  within  the  EIS  area.  However,  it  is 
impossible  to  say  if  funds  would  be  sufficient  to  monitor  all 
elements  of  the  proposal  to  the  degree  we  would  like.  Because  of 
the  time  element  involved  in  documenting  past  inventory  cost  and 
because  of  the  little  value  It  would  have  in  assessing  future 
inventory  or  monitoring  costs  or  needs,  this  data  was  not 
calculated.  We  do  not  foresee  any  transportation  associated 
problems . 


The  Impacts  of  the  proposal  to  riparian  associated 
been  expanded.   See  text  change  section. 


wildlife  has 


The  prediction  is  based  on  professional  judgement  as  well  as 
documented  literature.  There  are  several  references  listed  on 
page  4-3  of  the  DEIS  on  various  studies  that  have  shown 
improve-ment  in  range  condition  has  resulted  when  Intensive 
livestock  management  practices  have  been  applied  and  livestock 
grazing  Is  taking  place  at  the  proper  use  level.  If  range 
improvement  does  not  occur,  adjustments  in  grazing  management 
(season-of-use ,  number  of  livestock,  grazing  systems,  etc.)  would 
be  initiated. 

The  allocation  is  based  on  plant  and  animal  needs  along  with  the 
basic  watershed  needs.  On  some  allotments,  seeding  projects  have 
been  completed  In  the  last  10  years  and  the  additional  forage  has 
never  been  adjudicated  (i.e.  the  Center  Allotment).  Also  In  most 
cases  the  pastures  In  an  allotment  in  poor  range  condition  showed 
a  reduction  In  livestock  use.  Within  these  same  allotments,  there 
are  pastures  in  fair  and  good  range  condition  where  Increases  In 
AUMs  outweighed  the  reductions  indicated  in  the  poor  range 
condition  pastures.  Thus  an  overall  increase  in  AUMs  resulted 
even  though  sizeable  reductions  were  indicated  on  a  pasture  basis. 

There  are  some  areas  where  shrubs  (i.e.  Big  Sage)  have  increased 
to  the  point  that  there  is  little  to  no  understory  and  management 
alone  will  not  change  this.  Bitterbrush,  4 -wing  salt bush, 
wlnterfat,  Russian  wild  rye,  etc.  are  just  some  of  the  plants  that 
could  be  replanted.  To  discuss  ratios  without  exact  soils, 
precipitation,  climate,  etc.  can  not  be  done  in  the  context  of 
this  EIS  but  will  be  done  on  a  site  by  site  basis  along  with 
considering  the  resource  needs,  such  as  spring  or  winter  deer  use 
etc.  Based  on  existing  treatments  within  the  area,  the  estimated 
life  span  of  treatments  is  approximately  20  years. 


32.8   This  could  result  In  Increased  sediment  and 
fisheries  habitat  condition. 


32.9   See  Response  No.  22.5. 


reduction  in  the 


75 


32.10  In  the  case  of  bighorn  on  Little  Jack's  Creek,  the  remaining 
habitat  can  probably  accomodate  the  sheep  displaced  east  of 
Rattlesnake  Creek,  especially  with  the  lrapleraentat ion  of  a 
livestock  rotation  grazing  system.   Also  see  Response  No.  22.6. 

32.11  See  Response  No.  22.7. 
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tfr.  Martin  ZU 
Page  2 


-rtin  Zimnpr 
RLfn — Boise  District  Office 
3948  Development  Avenue 
9oise,  ID  83705 

Dear  Mr .  Zimmer  : 

This  letter  is  comment  relatinq  to  the  Bruneau-kuna  Grazinq 
Environmental  Impact  State me nt  Draft. 
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.._|In  the  summary  on  page  iii  the  document  states  range  condition 
4/lwould  improve  on  70  percent  of  the  are-a.   why  does  it  not  also 

Istate  the  percentages  cf  improvement  for  other  natural  resources? 
Why  are  the  unspecific  phrases  "would  show  improvement,"  "mould 
adversely  impact,"  and  "gradual  improvement"  used  to  describe 
resources  such  as  fisheries  habitat,  visual  resources,  and  wildlife 
forage  respectively?   If  range  cendition  can  be  quantified,  why 
aren't  all  other  resources  in  the  area  likewise  properly  inventoried? 

Recreational  use  of  the  area  appears  vastly  underemphasized.   Very 
little  attempt  is  made  to  establish  what  effect  the  proposal  will 
have  on  recreational  users  of  the  area.   Was  a  recreational  use 
survey  done?   What  are  the  predominant  forms  of  recreation?   What 
seasons,  how  many  persons,  what  preferences?   The  impact  of  the 
proposed  action  is  reflected  only  on  three  forms  of  recreation! 
Oregon  Trail  access,  hunting,  and  fishino  (pp  4-17,  1P),  when  in 


3H.3 


fact  multitudinous  types  of  recreation  are  enjoyed  and  rapidly 
increasing  in  the 


sa . 


Recreationi]  use  if  the  river  systems  within  t 
once  mentioned  despite  the  fact  that  the  rive 
sys terns  are  the  paramount  topographical  featu 
increasing  numbers  of  recreationists  to  their 
opportunities  offered  by  free  flowing  rivers 
southern  Idaho,  the  nearest  equivalent  experi 
to  the  north  on  the  Salmon  (FERC  j/2845,  Idaho 
including  Whitewater  canoeing,  rafting,  and  k 
increasing,  reflecting  the  trend  toward  river 
(USES,  1977;  Business  Week,  1981).   Other  use 
environs  include  swimming,  dispersed  camping 
sightseeing,  rock  collecting,  bird  watching. 
How  will  these  resource  users  be  imp ac ted  by 
of  fences,  pipelines,  brush  removal,  and  othe 


he  draft  area  is  not 
rs  and  the  canyon 
res,  intriguing  ever 

flanks.   Recreational 
are  1 imited  in 
ence  being  140  miles 
,  1982)  .   Boating  use, 
ayaking,  is  rapifly 

oriented  recreation 
s  of  the  river/canyon 

picnicking,  hiking, 
and  rock  climbing. 
the  proposed  miles 
provements? 


3y  mandate  of  Congress  and  reaffirmed  by  the  courts,  the  9LM  must 
Droduce  management  plans  represent ing  the  scope  of  mul tiple  use 
management.   While  this  document  says  much  about  forage  for  livestock, 
the  remaining  resources--f isheries ,  wildlife,  visual  resources, 
cultural  resources,  wilderness,  and  recreation—are  not  well 
considered.   In  particular,  the  bighorn  sheep,  Jack's  Creek  pipeline, 
red  banded  trout,  wilderness  consideration,  river  protection,  and 
natural  vegetation  areas  are  not  well  considered. 

Considering  that  agriculture  and  tourism  are  the  ranking  industries 
in  the  state  of  Idaho,  this  document  should  reflect  a  commitment 
to  the  values  associated  with  the  tourist  use  of  public  lands. 
Wildlife,  fisheries,  wilderness,  recreation,  cultural,  and  visual 
resources  must  be  considered  for  the  needs  of  the  public  at  large 
rather  than  the  needs  of  only  a  few  dozen  cattle  producers. 


S  incerely , 


ITS  .    Johanna    Uald,     NRQC 
fr.    Clair   ulhitlock,    B LC1 


J.    Cas*y   nieredith 
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Response 


Letter    No-    34 
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34.1  See  Response  No.  21.1. 

34.2  It  was  felt  that  tf  all  of  the  specific  quantification  data  were 
presented  In  the  summary ,  it  would  detract  from  its  usefulness  in 
providing  a  general  overview  of  the  EIS.  The  70%  figures  for 
range  improvement  is  in  Itself  a  summary  of  more  detailed  data. 
The  comparative  impact  table  (Table  2-12)  provides  additional 
quantification. 

34.3  The  management  framework  plan  (MFP)  for  the  Bruneau/Kuna  Planning 
Units  analyzes  and  addresses  numerous  outdoor  recreation  oppor- 
tunities and  uses  occurring  on  public  land.  The  MFP  presents 
numerous  objectives  and  recommendations  to  maintain  or  improve  the 
outdoor  recreation  opportunities  within  the  planning  unit,  such  as 
supporting  the  proposals  that  the  Bruneau  and  Owyhee  Rivers  be 
included  within  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Systems. 

For  purposes  of  the  grazing  environmental  impact  statement, 
only  those  recreation  activities  significantly  impacted  by  the 
proposed  action  and  alternatives  were  addressed.  These  were 
determined  to  be  hunting,  fishing,  visitation  of  the  Oregon  Trail, 
and  primitive  outdoor  recreation  opportunities.  The  latter  is 
addressed  within  the  wilderness  portions  of  the  EIS.  Several 
other  recreation  opportunities,  such  as  of f -road  vehicle  use, 
would  be  effected  by  the  proposed  action  or  alternatives,  but  the 
impacts  were  not  considered  to  be  significant  since  the  amount  of 
recreation  use  or  the  quality  of  the  experiences  would  not  be 
changed  much. 
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t*»  j79    livestock   permittees   sap*    to  be   effectually   granted   their 


<jO 


rangeland  reservation,'  In  which,'  they  are  allowed  to  rims;  wring  dry  moat  of  thi 

n 
reaourcea  of  the  KBRA  tot  their  own  benefit.  Here  la  how  the  BLM  and  their  79  constituents 

propose  to  allocate  wut  share  of  Che  .wonderful  natural  reaourcea  In  the  KBRA.  The 

following  Information  waa  revealed  by  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 

which  was  conducted  for  this  Resource  Management  Study  Process  (RMP). 

*  Rare,  aensltlve  and  endangered  speclea  will  be  victimized,  along  with  large 
game  animals,  as  the  propoaed  plan  allocatea  991  of  the  graaa  forage  to  cattle, 
II  to  wildlife! 

*  96X  of  the  total  forage  produced  on  the  range,  year-round,  will  be  consumed! 

*  The  Management  Proposal  for  the  Snake  River  Birds  of  Prey  Natural  Area  calls 
for  maximizing  livestock  use  on  already  poor  range  conditions,  theaatenlng  the 
g*  fragile  ecological  balance  there.  A  single  year  of  drought  or  below-normal 
rainfall  will  be  fatal  to  the  a*a«se  vegetation  that  remains,  dlsoupting  the 
raptor  food  cycle  and  their  reproduction.  iiHi   1001  of  all  natural  forage 
produced Jveer-round. l ■  designated  for  consumption  with  no  allocation  to 
wildlife: 


%lo  A/,  /f 
fate,  low 
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are  l/5th  the  private  market  rata  and  2)  government  funds  amounting  to  70Z  of  all  expenses 
for  range  Improvement  projects.  While  the  general  public  muat  carry  the  financial  burden 
of  a  rangeland  welfare  system.  It  may  also  have  to  live  with  such  resource  planning 
decisions**  which  ex  accept  benefita  from  leas  than  one  percent  of  the  KBRA's  beef 
production  over  benefita  derived  from  100  rare  California  bighorn  aheep  that  inhabit  the 
canyon  of  Little  Jacke  Creek  and  lta  surrounding  rim  plateaua.  Thla  la  3Z   of  the  world's 
entire  population  of  this  species.  The  Elt  reveala  a  certainty  that  aome  of  these  desert 

bighorns  would  be  displaced  while  others  would  be  adveraely  affected.  Similar  propoasls 

1* 
would  continue  t«   ae  obitructlaa  at   She  Increase,  In  bighorn  populations  by  withholding 

a 

their  lost  hsbltata  In  Big  Jacka,  Bruneau,  and  Shoefly  canyons..  Somehow  the  BLM  sees  a 
great  benefit  In  a  propoaal  that  would  Immlgaat*  cows  to  a  yet  unexplolted  new  host  that 
la  the  KBRA'a  final  2X  stronghold  ei  original  natural  ecological  dondltlona.  The  traft  EIS 
recognizee  thla  laland  of  ecology  aa  the  only  area  In  the  entire  KBRA  with  a  preaent  or 
potential  condition  for  "complete  recovery  from  the  affecta  of  man'*.  It  la  alao  pointed 
out  that  with  the  paaslng  of  this  extremely  rare  reaource,  go  lta  values  for  "aclentlflc 
atudlea  that  Include  ecological  and  evolutionary  processea,  functioning  outalde  the 
affecta  of  man".  For  thla  purpoae  and  In  the  terma  of  the  20-Year  Plan,  the  remainder  of 
the  KBRA  Is  coopletly  unaalvageable! 

The  final  approval  of  the  BLM'a  propoaed  action  would  matrtCTttfj  man's  reign  In  the 


35 


*  Nearly  300  miles  of  streams  (491  In  the  KARA)  are  designated  by  the  Plan 
to  continue  declining  from  a  condition  that  la  already  fair  to  poor.' 

*  Increased  and  unchecked  livestock  use  will  contribute  to  the  Inevitable 
decline  of  nearly  1,000  archaeological  and  historical  sites.  Over  80Z  of  the 
known  sltea  In  the  KBRA.  35  altea  have  already  been  destroyed.' 

*  5  proposed  wilderness  units  and  3  othera  under  study  will  be  tossed  to  ratrea 
tern*   the  advance  of  major  development! 


**Rare,  pristine  natural  areaa 


will  be  extinguished 


_bf  their  pristine  valuea  by  Introduction  of  development  and  livestock  grazing. 

C"Y  %  e":  &»  cf  **■  U~o  $a>£  ,**  rketSM  »"-<■  6c  /fat**™  *r  rtnr  &*  ef  20  ya^Qs, 


The  BLM'a  tendency  for  ■mmissui  environmental  deatructlon  invitea  an  inquiry  into 
livestock  production  oi  public  landa.  What  la  thla  aweaome  overriding  purpose  which  so 
dominates  allocation  of  natural  resources  in  the  DRAT  It  la  of  course,  profit,  the  ona 
motive  that  la  alwaya  Justified.  And  what  la  the  good  sua  that  will  compensate  the 
American  paople  for  the  loss  of  culture,  •colony  and  recreation  on  their  own  land? 
The  Draft  EIS  has  addressed  this  issue,  computing  the  total  n«t  worth  (benefits  mlnua  cost}! 
of  the  pgajpamaM   Propoaed  Action.  This  total  "tips  the  scale"  at  ttftYatfla   $50*, 700  for 
the  entire  20-Year  Managements  Period.  Aa  an  annual  allotment  to  79  permittees,  this  would 
represent  $318  *-r-rri*  profit  to  each  permitee.'  Though  the  monetary  benefita  from  the 
graxing  uses  in  the  KBRA  are  paultry,  the  subsidies  that  cone  out  of  Washington,  D.C.  amour 
to  a  per*   fortune.  Thae  subsidies  are  presented!  t  In  the  form  of  I)  range  use  fees  that 
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Response  to  Letter  No.  35 


3  5.1  The  preliminary  alternatives  presented  at  the  scoping  meeting  on 
December  1,  1981  included  an  alternative  that  maximized  uses 
other  than  livestock  grazing  as  well  as  one  that  maximized 
livestock  use.  Numerous  comments  on  the  alternative,  indicated 
that  maximizing  any  resource  use  was  not  appropriate  for  a 
multiple  use  plan.  Consequently,  the  alternatives  were  modified 
and  maximizing  any  specific  use  was  not  considered  in  the  Draft 
EIS.  Since  the  Management  Framework  Plan,  the  basis  for  the  EIS, 
is  a  multiple  use  planning  document,  a  maximize  wildlife 
alternative  will  not  be  prepared. 

35.2  An  alternative  which  would  eliminate  cattle  from  an  additional  100 
miles  of  stream  was  considered.  To  accomplish  this,  however, 
would  require  approximately  150-200  miles  of  fencing.  In  the 
proposed  action,  livestock  use  of  streams  would  be  controlled  with 
a  combination  of  gap  fences  and  rim  rocks.  Given  the  cost  of 
fence  construction  and  maintenance,  excluding  cattle  use  on 
additional  stream  miles  is  not  considered  to  be  a  reasonable 
alternative . 
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8951  Wichit 
Boise,  ID  83709 
July  15,  1982 


Mr.  Martin  Z  imme  r. 
District  Manager 
Boise  District  BLM 
3948  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  Idaho   83705 


Dear  Mr.  Zimmer: 

I  would  like  to  make  the  following  comments  on  the  Draft  Bruneau 
Kuna  Grazing  EIS. 

1.  I  am  strongly  opposed  to  the  construct  ion  of  any  pi pel ine  on 
the  Big  Jacks-Little  Jacks  Creek  plateau.   The  pipeline  will  have  an 
adverse  impact  on  bighorn  sheep;  it  will  destroy  some  of  the  last 
remnants  of  desert  grasslands  in  good  ecological  condition;  and  it 
will  have  an  adverse  impact  on  mule  deer  and  other  wildlife. 

The  BLM  should  do  a  separate  EIS  on  the  Jacks  Creek  pipeline 
proposal  before  granting  appro va 1  for  it.   At  a  minimum,  the  final 
Bruneau-Kuna  EIS  should  include  the  following  information:   a 
detailed  cost-benefit  analysis  of  the  pipeline;  a  detailed  cost- 
benefit  analysis  of  several  alternatives  to  the  pipe  line,  such  as 
range  improvements  on  Wickney  Tree  dome;  a  detailed  assessment  of  the 
economic  value  of  the  California  bighorn  sheep  population;  an 
assessment  of  the  status  of  the  the  species  throughout  North  America; 
a  detailed  analysis  of  the  impacts  of  the  pipeline  on  mule  deer, 
antelope,  sage  grouse,  bobcat,  and  any  other  sensitive  wildlife 
species;  an  assessment  of  the  impacts  of  the  pipeline  on  the  Idaho 
Fish  and  Game  proposal  to  reintroduce  bighorn  into  Big  Jacks  Creek; 
an  assessment  of  the  pipeline  impacts  on  the  ecology  of  the 
grassland;  and  a  detailed  description  of  how  the  decision  to  build 
the  pipe  line  was  made,  especially  in  light  of  the  overwhelming  public 
opposition  to  the  project. 

2.  I  think  the  BLM  allocation  of  1%  of  the  competitive  forage 
to  wildlife  is  far  too  low,  and  not  in  line  with  the  BLM's  legal 
mandate  of  multiple  use  management  of  the  public  lands.   More 

una  1 located  forage  should  be  included  in  the  preferred  alternative  . 
The  final  EIS  should  include  more  documentation  of  the  effects  of  the 
Proposed  Act  ion  on  mule  deer,  antelope ,  sage  grouse,  and  other 
wildlife  species,  as  we 11  as  on  the  ecological  condition  of  the 
good-quality  areas  proposed  for  grazing.   No  mention  is  made  in  the 
Draft  EIS  of  Research  Natural  Areas  proposed  in  the  Bruneau-Kuna 
Resource  area,  and  the  impact  of  the  proposed  action  or  any  of  the 
alternatives  on  RNAs .   Because  of  the  beneficial  impacts  on  wildlife 
(while  still  allowing  almost  as  many  cattle  as  the  Proposed  Action)  I 
urge  BLM  to  adopt  alternative  4,  the  Reduced  Livestock  Use 
alternative. 

3 .  I  support  the  BLM  Wilderness  recommendations  for  the  Owyheee 
River  and  the  other  areas,  but  would  like  to  see  BLM  include  more  of 
the  Bruneau  Plateau,  Big  and  Little  Jacks  Creeks,  and  other  portions 
of  the  WSAs. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment. 


Sincerely, 
Tim  Evans 


Repon 


to  Letter  No.  36 


Letter  No.  36  contained  the  same  comments 
Those  three  have  not  been  reprinted. 


three  additional  letters. 


Management  Framework  Plans  Identified  two 
areas  to  be  further  studied  for  designation  as  Research  Natural 
Areas.  One  area  is  near  the  confluence  of  Rattlesnake  Creek  and 
Little  Jacks  Creek  (Sec.  5,  T.9S.,  R.3E.)  within  the  Battle  Creek 
Allotment.  The  other  (called  Oolitic  Limestone)  is  located  along 
the  Mud  Flat  Road  (Sec  5,  T.7S.,  R.3E.)  In  the  Castle  Creek 
Allotment. 


36.1 

See  Response   No.    2.1   and   2.2 

36.2 

See  Response   No.    2. k. 

36.3 

The    Bruneau    and    Kuna    Manag 

The  proposed  act  Ion  would  affect  the  natural  values  on 
approximately  40%  of  the  Little  Jacks/Rattlesnake  Creek  Area.  The 
portion  affected  Is  within  2  miles  of  the  proposed  Jacks  Creek 
pipeline  and  would  receive  Increased  livestock  use. 

Under  the  proposed  action,  livestock  reductions  and  management 
proposals  for  the  Castle  Creek  Allotment  would  enhance  vegetation 
and  natural  values  on  the  Oolytic  Limestone  Area- 

The  increased  livestock  use  alternative  would  adversely  impact 
the  natural  values  on  the  Little  Jacks  Creek  area.  This  was 
documented  In  the  draft  EIS  on  page  4-41.  The  impact  of  this 
alternative  on  the  Oolytic  Limestone  Area  would  be  the  same  as 


described  for  the  proposed  action. 


The  reduced  livestock  use  alternat Ive  would  not  affect  the 

natural  values  of  the  Little  Jacks/Rattlesnake  Creek  Area.  The 

Oolytic  Limestone  Area  would  be  Impacted  as  described  In  the 
proposed  action. 


COMMITTEE  FOR  IDAHOS         O    / 

HIGH  DESERT 

PO  BOX  463     BOISE    IDAHO  83701 


19   July    1982 

Mr.  Martin  Zimmer, 
District  Manager 
Boise  District  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
3948  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  Idaho   83705 

Dear  Mr.  Zimmer: 

On  behalf  of  the  Committee  for  Idaho's  High  Desert  and  its 
members,  I  would  like  to  make  the  following  comments  on  the  Draft 
Bruneau-Kuna  Grazing  EIS. 
GENERAL  COMMENTS 

In  general,  we  are  disappointed  with  the  quality  of  the  DEIS. 
Specifically,  we  think  the  following  concerns  need  to  be  addressed: 

1.  Range  of  Alternatives.   The  DEIS  does  not  provide  an 
adequate  range  of  alternatives.   Of  the  five  alternatives  offered, 
only  one  (the  No  Grazing  alternative)  explores  a  grazing  level  lower 
than  present.   Although  the  Continue  Present  Management  alternative 
also  results  in  decreased  grazing  in  the  long  term,  we  do  not  believe 
this  can  realistically  be  considered  a  reduced  grazing  alternative. 

2.  Decision  Criteria.   We  cannot  find  any  reference  to  decision 
criteria  in  the  DEIS.   There  is  no  explanation  for  how  the 
alternatives  were  evaluated,  how  the  preferred  alternative  was 
selected,  or  how  the  Preferred  Action  meets  the  issues  and  concerns 
identified  during  the  scoping  process. 

3.  Public  Involvement.   There  is  no  discussion  of  how  the  public 
was  involved  in  the  scoping  process,  or  how  public  issues  and  concerns 
were  evaluated  and  incorporated  into  the  decision-making  process. 
There  is  also  no  discussion  of  how  public  comments  are  to  be 
incorporated  into  the  Final  EIS. 

4.  Coordination  with  Other  Agencies.   There  is  no  mention  of 
coordination  with  the  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  the  U.S. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  or  other 
State  and  Federal  agencies  in  the  development  and  evaluation  of  alter- 
natives. 

15.  Cumulative  Impacts.  Because  of  the  general  nature  of  the  in- 
formation presented,  it  is  not  possible  to  adequately  analyse  the  cum- 
ulative impacts  of  the  alternatives  on  wildlife  and  other  resources. 

SPECIFIC  COMMENTS 

1.   Jacks  Creek  Pipeline  Proposal 

The  Committee  strongly  opposes  any  pipeline  proposed  for  the 
plateau  between  Big  and  Little  Jacks  Creeks.   The  pipeline  will  have  a 
harmful  effect  on  California  bighorn  sheep,  a  rare  species;   it  will 
destroy  some  of  the  best-quality  grasslands  remaining  in  Southern 
Idaho,  another  rare  commodity  with  significant  ecological  and 
scientific  values;  and  it  will  have  a  negative  impact  on  mule  deer. 


37.6 


antelope,  and  other  wildlife  species. 

We  request  that  the  following  analyses  be  included  in  the  Final 
EIS  regarding  the  pipeline: 

a.  a   detailed   cost   breakdown   and   benefit-cost    analysis    for    the 
pipeline.      We   consider    this   a    critical   analysis.      Our    investigations 
show    that    the    pipeline    will    have   a    47-year    payback    period    -   even 
though   the    life   of   the   PVC   pipe    used    in    the   pipeline    is  only  20   years 
under   good    conditions,    and    possibly   as    short    as    10    years! 

b.  a   detailed   cost  analysis  and   benefit-cost   analysis  of   at 
least    two   alternatives    to    the    pipeline,     including    range    improvements 
on   Wickney  Tree    dome; 

an    analysis   of    the    impact    of    the    pipeline    on    the    Idaho    Fish 
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37.7   and  Game  proposal  to  reintroduce  California  bighorn  into  Big  Jacks 
'Creek; 


d.  a  detailed  analysis  of  the  impacts  of  the  project  on  mule 
deer,  antelope,  sage  grouse,  bobcat,  and  any  other  sensitive  wildlife 
species.   This  should  include  an  analysis  of  the  impact  of  cattle 
grazing  on  game  winter  range,  and  any  impacts  this  may  have  on 
reproductive  success  (both  during  gestation  and  after  birth); 

e.  an  analysis  of  the  impacts  of  cattle  grazing  on  the 
reproductive  success  of  bighorn  sheep  (both  during  gestation  and  after 
birth) ; 

f.  an  assessment  of  the  current  status  and  population  trends  of 
California  bighorn  in  North  America,  and  a  more  detailed  description 
of  the  current  status  of  the  Battle  Creek  and  other  Idaho  populations 
and  how  proposed  BLM  projects  will  affect  these  popularions; 

g.  an  analysis  of  the  economic  value  oc  California  bighoen  in 
Idaho,  and  the  Jacks  Creek  population  in  particular; 

an  analysis  of  the  impacts  of  the  pipeline  and  grazing  c 
range  condition,  the  ecology  of  the  grasslands,  and  the  existing 
mammal  and  other  animal  communities;  and 
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OOjOl  i-      a   discussion   of    the   quality  of    the   grasslands,    and   the 
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the 


habitat  type; 
■  il     j-   a  detailed  description  of  how  the  decision  to  build  the 
^pipeline  was  made,  particularly  in  light  of  the  strong  public 
lopposition  to  the  project. 

Due  to  public  opposition  to  the  project,  the  lack  of 
^ 7 15 Site"SpeClf iC  in£ormation  and  the  degree  of  public  controversy,  we  ask 
-'l.'^you  not  to  make  a  final  decision  regarding  the  pipeline  in  this  EIS 

but  rather  complete  a  separate,  much  more  detailed  EIS  on  the  project 
before  granting  final  approval  to  the  pipeline. 

On  page  2-9  of  the  DEIS  the  following  BLM  policy  is  quoted:   "A 
separation  of  use  between  cattle  and  bighorns  would  be  maintained  by 
not  developing  livestock  water  sources  within  bighorn  habitat  unless 
the  potential  adverse  impact  to  bighorn  sheep  can  be  avoided  or 
_   ..  mitigated."   The  final  EIS  should  examine  how  the  Jacks  Creek  pipeline 
_3  / /M  conforras  with  this  policy,  and  describe  in  detail  the  mitigation 
-'  -  "measures  BLM  proposes  for  the  pipeline  in  order  for  the  project  to 
conform  with  the  policy  quoted  above. 

2.   Forage  Allocated  to  Wildlife 

The  amount  of  competitive  forage  allocated  to  wildlife  is 
unreasonable,  and  far  too  low  to  meet  the  BLM's  mandate  of  multiple 
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use  management  of  the  public  lands.   The  Owyhee  Wilderness  DEI 
V-3)  states  that  2.5%  of  any  AUM  increase  resulting  from  land 
ment  will  be  allocated  to  mule  deer;   we  believe  that  a  2.5%  a 
cation  of  all  competitive  forage  to  wildlife  is  much  more  rea 
than  the  1%  in  the  Proposed  Action. 

I      The  FEIS  needs  to  document,  in  more  detail,  the  effect  of 
Proposed  Action  on  mule  deer,  antelope,  and  sage  grouse  popula 
I     There  is  no  discussion  of  the  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  an 
population  targets  for  mule  deer,  antelope,  and  other  big  game 
within  the  RA,  or  how  BLM  intends  to  meet  these  targets. 

We  completely  fail  to  understand  how  BLM  can  propose  the 
amount  of  forage  be  allocated  to  wildlife  in  all  alternatives, 
is  a  noteworthy  failure  to  provide  a  reasonable  range  of  alter 
for  a  critical  resource. 
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3.  Unallocated  Forage 

We  strongly  oppose  leav 
unallocated  forage  proposed 
quality  grasslands  should  no 
particularly  when  BLM  is  not 
scientific  or  ecological  val 
scientific  areas,  and  the  en 
to  a  common  range  qual ity  de 
live stock  grazing. 

The  DEIS  details  quite 
have  on  the  ecology  of  the  h 
explain  in  the  FEIS  how  the 
the  remaining  good -qual ity  g 

4.  Research  Natural  Areas 
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ing  only  the  miniscule  amount  of 

in  the  Preferred  Alternative.   The  last 

t  be  sacrificed  for  add  it  ional  AUMs, 

proposing  to  protect  any  areas  for  their 
ue.   These  areas  are  important  genet ic  and 
tire  Resource  Area  should  not  be  leveled 
nominator  for  the  sake  of  a  single  use  - 

well  the  adverse  impacts  that  livestock 
igh  desert  grasslands.   BLM  needs  to 
decision  was  made  to  virtually  eliminate 
rasslands,  in  light  of  this  description. 
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No   where    in    the    DEIS    is   any   mention    made    of    Research   Natural 
Areas,   although   several   are   proposed   within    the   Bruneau-Kuna    Resource 
Area.       Since    RNA  designation    would,    on   a    site-specific   basis,    affect 
grazing,    this   should   be    included    in   the    FEIS. 

5.       Fisheries 


The  Proposed  Action  does  far  too  little  to  restore  fisheries  to 
an  acceptable  level.   After  20  years,  54%  of  the  fish  habitat  in  the 
RA  would  still  be  in  a  "fair"  or  "poor"  condition.   This  is  far  too 
low  a  level,  and  again  does  not  meet  the  BLM  mandate  for  multiple  use 
management  of  the  public  lands. 

6.   Preferred  Alternative 

The  Committee  for  Idaho's  High  Desert  supports  adoption  of 
Alternative  4,  the  Reduced  Livestock  Use  alternative,  for  the 
following  reasons: 

1 .  The  alternative  allows  higher  popu lations  of  mule  deer, 
antelope,  bighorn  sheep,  sage  grouse,  and  other  wildlife  species; 

2.  The  alternative  includes  a  higher  level  of  water  quality  and 
better  fisheries; 

3.  The  alternative  allocates  a  higher  amount  of  forage  to  the 
"una  1 located "  category,  which  not  only  ensures  health ier  fish  and 
wildlife  populations,  but  allows  protect  ion  of  healthy  re pre  sent a t ions 
of  the  sagebrush  steppe  ecosystem  and  the  scientific  and  ecological 


values  such  areas  have; 

4.  The  alternative  allows  the  range  to  recover  to  a  higher 
level,  allowing  a  significant  increase  in  cattle  grazing  while  still 
providing  a  healthy  natural  environment; 

5.  The  alternative  creates  more  jobs  than  the  Proposed  Action; 

6.  The  alternative  is  based  on  the  money  BLM  actually  expects  to 
receive  from  grazing  receipts,  which  means  this  is  the  only  alterna- 
tive which  does  not  receive  taxpayer  subsidies. 

We  urge  you  to  adopt  a  Preferred  Alternative  which  incorporates 
more  of  these  elements  than  the  current  Proposed  Action. 

7.  Bighorn  Sheep 

The  final  EIS  needs  to  do  a  more  thorough  analysis  of  the  current 
status  and  trends  of  California  bighorn  in  the  RA,  and  address  the 
possibility  of  reintroducing  bighorn  into  all  the  sites  included  on 
Map  3-6 .   More  inf or mat  ion  needs  to  be  provided  on  the  status  of  the 
Battle  Creek  population,  and  the  effects  of  the  proposed  action  on 
this  population. 

8.  Wilderness 

We  support  the  BLM  proposal  for  the  Owyhee  River  Wilderness  and 
Sheep  Creek  West.   We  urge  you  to  include  the  dropped  portions  of 
Duncan  Creek,  the  Bruneau  Plateau,  Sheep  Creek  East,  Pole  Creek,  Deep 
Creek,  and  Big  and  Little  Jacks  Creeks  in  the  final  Wilderness 
recommendat  ions. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment.   We  look  foreward  to 
seeing  our  concerns  addressed  in  the  final  EIS.   If  you  have  any 
questions  regarding  the  points  raised  in  this  letter,  please  let  us 
know. 

Sincerely, 

COMMITTEE  FOR  IDAHO'S 
HIGH  DESERT 


by  6„ 


A.   ri»«~J 


Bruce  R.  Boccard, 

Chairman 


Senator  McClure 
Senator  Symms 
Congressman  Craig 
Governor  Evans 


Response  Co  Letter  No.  37 


An  additional  lower  level  of  livestock  use  was  considered  for 
inclusion  in  the  Final  EIS.  However ,  we  feel  that  the  various 
levels  of  use  analyzed  in  the  Draft  EIS  will  provide  BLM  with  the 
adequate  information  to  properly  allocate  available  forage  between 
competing  uses .  Although  Alternative  k  (Reduced  Livestock  Use) 
provides  for  an  increase  in  livestock  use  by  the  end  of  the  20 
year  period,  the  initial  AUM  allocation  is  26,353  AUMs  lower  than 
that  In  the  proposed  action. 


Specific  decision  criteria  have  not  been  developed  since  thi 
Is  not  a  decision  document.  It  only  analyzes  the  probable 
that  the  proposed  action  and  alternatives  would  creati 
decision  on  the  action  to  be  taken  will  be  based  on  the  ana 
contained  in  the  Final  EIS,  BLM's  manpower  and  budget  constr 
public  concerns  and  comments,  and  multiple-use  resource  objec 
and  programs  for  the  area.  A  summary  document  that  outline 
management  direction  for  the  EIS  area  will  be  prepared  anc 
available  as  soon  as  a  decision  Is  reached;  tentatively  late 
This  document  will  provide  the  rationale  for  the  se 
decision. 
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Public  Involvement  in  the  scoping  process  is  described  on  page  5-1 
of  the  Draft  EIS.  At  the  time  of  the  scoping  meeting,  December  I, 
1981 ,  preliminary  alternatives  and  Issues  were  provided  to  the 
public .  These  were  based  on  previous  public  contacts,  MFP 
recommendations,  and  EIS  Team  recommendations.  Handouts  were 
provided  requesting  Input  on  the  range  of  alternatives  for  the  EIS 
as  well  as  issues  to  be  addressed  in  the  EIS.  Based  on  responses 
received,  the  proposed  action,  alternatives,  and  issues  were 
modified  to  reflect  public  input.  The  handout  at  the  public 
hearing  identified  the  following  Issues  for  consideration: 

1.  Vegetative  response  to  proposed  management. 

2.  Impacts  of  the  proposal  on  wildlife  and  fisheries  resources. 

3.  Economic  and  social  impact  of  proposed  forage  allocations. 

A.   Impacts  of  the  proposal  and  alternatives  on  soil  and  water 
resources . 

Based  on  the  input  received,  the  issues  to  be  addressed  in  the  EIS 
were  modified  to  those  described  on  page  1-1  of  the  Draft  EIS. 

Preliminary  alternatives  were  also  modified  based  on  public 
Input .  The  original  alternatives  being  considered  were :  1 ) 
Continue  Present  Management,  2)  No  Grazing,  3)  Management  that 
could  occur  without  Wilderness  Designation,  4)  Maximize  Uses  other 
than  Livestock  Grazing,  and  5)  Maximize  Livestock  Grazing. 


Based  on  public  comments  Preliminary  Alternatives  3  and  k 
above  were  redesigned  so  that  they  do  not  maximize  any  particular 
resource  use  and  are  multiple  use  oriented.  Preliminary 
Alter native  5  (Maximize  Livestock  Grazing)  was  dropped  from 
further  study. 

The  proposed  action  was  also  modified  by  expanding  It  to 
Include  additional  management  proposals  and  management  constraints 
needed  to  protect  or  enhance  resource  values  other  than  livestock 
grazing. 

The  comment  and  response  section  of  the  Final  EIS  discusses 
how  the  public  comments  are  incorporated  into  the  Final  EIS. 
Public  comments  and  concerns  will  be  considered  when  a  final 
decision  affecting  the  area  Is  made. 

Coordination  with  the  agencies  listed  as  well  as  with  other  state 
and  federal  agencies  has  been  a  continuing  process  from  the 
Initiation  of  resource  inventories  through  the  development  of 
alternatives  and  assessment  of  Impacts.  These  agencies  were  all 
notified  of  the  MFP  and  EIS  scoping  meeting.  Input  from  those 
agencies  attending  was  considered  in  the  development  of  the 
proposed  action  and  alternatives.  Because  of  the  limited  time 
period  which  was  available  for  the  preparation  of  the  Draft  EIS, 
impact  assessment  was  completed  primarily  by  the  resource 
specialists  on  the  EIS  team.  Where  specialists  felt  additional 
expertise  or  coordination  was  needed ,  appropriate  agencies  were 
contacted.  The  Draft  EIS  was  sent  to  those  agencies  listed  In  the 
Consultation  and  Coordination  section  of  the  Draft  EIS  and  their 
concerns  and  comments  have  been  incorporated  into  the  Final  EIS. 
Also  see  Response  No.  24.36. 

The  input  analysis  presented  in  the  Environmental  Consequences 
chapter  represents  the  curaulat ive  impacts  of  the  various  elements 
of  the  proposed  action.  Site  specific  Impacts  of  various  project 
developments  would  be  further  assessed  through  environmental 
assessments  prior  to  project  development  to  assess  any  site 
specific  impacts  not  covered  In  this  EIS. 


The  pipeline  would  bring  water  to  areas  unwatered  and  little  used 
by  livestock.  However,  most  areas  currently  In  good  ecological 
condition  are  predicted  to  remain  in  good  condition.  Only  areas 
immediately  adjacent  to  water  were  predicted  to  decline.  Based  on 
this,  the  impact  to  wildlife  species  Inhabiting  the  area  would  be 
minimal . 
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Environmental  Impacts  of  livestock  on  winter  ranges  are  not 
expected  to  have  negative  impacts  on  big  game.  On  page  2-9  are 
measures  to  regulate  livestock  use  through  the  management  of  key 
browse  plants.  Re  product Ive  failures  by  mule  deer  and  pronghorn 
are  not  expected  to  occur  due  to  livestock  grazing  of  winter 
ranges.  Such  problems  are  generally  related  to  poor  diet.  With 
the  regulation  of  livestocks  forage  consumption,  sufficient  forage 
of  an  identified  quality  will  be  protected  for  big  game. 

37.9  In  the  case  of  bighorns,  It  Is  not  known  If  cattle  would  have  an 
affect  on  reproductive  success .  It  can  be  reasoned  though  that 
through  avoidance  of  livestock,  bighorns  could  be  forced  to  poorer 
habitat  which  could  result  in  a  less  desirable  diet  and  resultant 
decline  in  re product lve  success .  Young  born  in  poorer  habitat 
would  also  be  subject  to  a  lower  quality  diet. 

37.10  The  proposed  action  would  not  affect  any  of  the  populations  not 
discussed  in  the  EIS.  Therefore  the  status  of  these  populations 
are  not  addressed .  The  status  of  the  population  within  the  EIS 
area  are  included  in  the  Draft  EIS.   Also  see  Response  No.  37.22. 

37.11  The  economic  values  of  bighorn  sheep  are  reflected  in  the 
recreational  value  they  exhibit.  This  was  considered  in  the  EIS. 
We  are  aware  of  "existence"  and  "option"  values  but  we  do  not 
currently  have  techniques  or  data  to  quantify  these  values; 
however,  they  are  being  considered. 

37.12  Introduction  of  the  pipeline  and  resultant  grazing  on  the  east 
side  of  Little  Jacks  Creek  would  have  little  effect  on  present 
pange  condition  or  existing  mammal  populations,  other  than  those 
mentioned  for  bighorns  in  the  Draft  EIS.  This  assessment  of  the 
pipeline  impact  on  wildlife  is  based  on  the  prediction  that  the 
present  range  condition  class  would  not  decline.  It  is  recognized 
though,  that  localized  areas  around  water  troughs  would  be 
trampled  and  heavily  utilized  by  livestock.  The  impacts  on  the 
ecological  values  of  the  area  are  discussed  on  pages  4-15  and 
4-16. 

37.13  The  abundance  and  quality  of  grasslands  In  the  EIS  area  Is 
reflected  In  the  present  range  condition  table  (Table  B-5  and  on 
Maps  3-1  and  3-2 ) .  The  acreage  listed  in  good  condition  Is 
primarily  a  sagebrush  bunchgreass  type.  Approximately  43,000 
acres  In  the  good  range  condition  category  are  located  within 
canyon  complexes. 


37.15   See  Respon 


stateme 
Responsi 


it  In  the  bighorn  sheep  section  (page  4-7)  Is  In  error- 
i  No.  2  4.9. 


37.17  The  effect  of  the  proposed  action  on  mule  deer,  antelope  and  sage 
grouse  was  reevaluated.  No  additional  impacts  could  be  Identified 
at  this  time.  Environmental  assessments  would  be  prepared,  on 
project  developments  and  grazing  systems  as  these  elements  of  the 
proposal  are  implemented,  to  document  any  site  specific  impacts 
not  addressed  in  this  EIS. 

37.18  Population  targets  for  big  game  were  arrived  at  in  consultation 
with  the  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game.  Forage  demand  for 
wildlife  is  based  on  the  projected  1990  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  goals. 
The  1990  numbers  represent  reasonable  numbers  or  moderate  big  game 
management  population  levels  above  current  levels. 

Forage  demand  remains  the  same  for  all  of  the  EIS  alternatives 
because  wildlife  forage  needs  were  based  on  future  population 
goals.  These  forage  needs  were  satisfied  before  livestock  was 
allocated  forage.  The  amount  of  forage  needed  for  the  desired 
population  goals  was  exceeded  in  alternative  2  (No  Grazing)  and 
alternative  4  (Reduced  Livestock  Use).  As  a  result  larger 
populations  of  wildlife  were  predicted. 

Meeting  big  game  goals  for  1990  will  come  through  improved 
habitat  and  resultant  improved  diet. 

37.19  The  forage  allocation  does  not  change  between  alternatives  because 
each  alternative  allocates  sufficient  forage  to  satisfy  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  1990  population  goals.  The  revised 
description  of  the  proposed  action  has  been  rewritten  to  provide 
for  population  increases  following  1990. 

37.20  See  Response  No.  28.1. 

37.21  Two  research  natural  areas  were  evaluated  for  designation  In  the 
Bruneau-Kuna  Management  Framework  Plan.  However,  the  multiple-use 
recommendation  was  to  further  evaluate  these  areas  because 
additional  Information  was  needed  before  a  designation  could  be 
made.  Future  consideration  of  these  areas  would  be  evaluated 
through  the  environmental  assessment  process  to  determine  their 
effect  on  livestock  grazing.   Also  see  Response  No.  36.3. 


A  decision  has  not  been  made  to  build  the  pipeline.  The  decision 
will  be  made  in  conjunction  with  the  finaltzation  of  the 
Management  Framework  Plan  for  the  Bruneau  Resource  Area.  This  is 
scheduled  for  completion  late  this  year.  When  a  decision  is  made, 
a  document  which  summarizes  the  MFP  decisions  as  well  as  the 
pipeline  proposal  will  be  issued.  This  decision  document  will 
provide  the  rationale  for  the  selected  course  of  action  regarding 
the  pipeline.  Public  comment  will  be  carefully  considered  when 
making  this  decision. 


37.22  All  information  available  on  current  status  and  trends  of 
California  bighorns  in  the  resource  area  was  used  in  preparing  the 
Draft  EIS. 

The  reintroduction  of  California  bighorns  Into  sites  shown  on 
Map  3-6  of  the  Draft  EIS  is  expected  to  continue.  Presently  both 
the  West  Fork  of  the  Bruneau  River  and  the  South  Fork  of  the 
Owyhee  River  are  approved  sites,  each  having  an  environmental 
assessment   completed.     Big   Jacks   Creek   has   not   yet   been 


specifically  evaluated  by  the  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  Department.  The 
Department  will  assess  the  suitability  of  the  habitat.  After  this 
analysis  Is  completed,  an  environmental  assessment  and  a  decision 
would  made  by  the  BLM . 

On  Shoofly  Creek,  an  introduction  would  probably  not  take 
place.  Habitat  expansion  by  the  animals  from  Little  Jacks  Creek 
to  Shoofly  Creek  would  probably  occur  naturally.  Based  on  sitings 
by  local  ranchers,  this  may  have  already  occurred. 

Reintroduction  of  bighorn  sheep  Into  the  West  Fork  of  the 
Bruneau  River  is  expected  to  take  place  this  winter. 

Overgrazing  problems  were  identified  in  the  Battle  Creek 
bighorn  habitat,  possibly  affecting  the  status  of  this  animal.  In 
consultation  with  the  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  the 
Battle  Creek  area  has  been  designated  as  a  key  management  area. 
Within  this  area,  priority  will  be  given  to  improving  range land 
condition  in  those  allotments  adjacent  to  Battle  Creek  and  reduce 
bighorn  sheep  conflicts  with  livestock. 


38., 
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1235  Hillside  #1 
Pullman,  Washington 

99163 
July  19,  1982 


Mr.  Martin  Zimmer,  District  Manager 
Boise  District  BLM 
3948  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  Idaho   83705 


Dear  Mr.  Zimmer: 


I   would    like    to  make    the    following  comments   on    the    Draft 
Bruneau-Kuna    Grazing   EIS. 

1.  Season  of  Use.   On  page  3-3  and  throughout  the  wildlife 
section  which  follows  there  is  documentation  of  the  adverse  impacts 
of  early  cattle  grazing  on  range  condition,  and  the  fish,  wildlife, 
and  other  resources  that  depend  on  it.   The  discussion  on  page  3-3 
is  particularly  good  in  documenting  the  adverse  impacts  of  these 
practices.   However,  in  the  Proposed  Action  section,  Table  2-1 
(Forage  Allocation-Proposed  Action)  indicates  that  the  Proposed 
Season-of-Use  is  identical  to  the  Existing  Season-of-Use.   Given 
the  adverse  impacts  on  many  resources  and  the  basic  productivity 

of  the  land  that  BLM  has  documented  as  occurring  due  to  too  early 
livestock  turn-out  dates,  etc. ,  I  cannot  see  how  BLM  can  propose 
not  to  change  any  of  the  Season-of-Use  dates.   What  criteria  did 
BLM  use  to  establish  Season-of-Use  dates?   What  are  the  impacts 
of  these  Seasons  on  each  of  the  wildlife  species  targeted  by  BLM? 
The  final  EIS  needs  to  expand  the  discussion  of  the  proposed  Sea- 
son-of-Use, and  how  they  were  determined. 

2.  AUM  Allocation  to  Wildlife.   The  DEIS  proposes  a  35X  increase 
in  cattle  use  in  the  Resource  Area  over  the  next  20  years,  but  states 
that  there  will  be  no  increase  in  antelope  and  sage  grouse  popula- 
tions, a  moderate  (15%)  increase  in  mule  deer  population,  and  pro- 
bably a  negative  impact  on  California  bighorn.   How  were  the  wildlife 
population  goals  established?   How  do  these  goals  compare  with  the 
Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  targets  for  these  Game  Management 
Units?   How  does  BLM  justify  a  357.  increase  in  one  use  -  livestock 
grazing  -  with  no  or  slight  increases  in  wildlife  populations?   This 
is  totally  out  of  line  with  the  balanced  multiple  use  which  BLM  by 

law  is  required  to  provide. 

3.  Impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  on  Bighorn  Sheep.  The  dis- 
cussion on  bighorn  sheep  (both  in  the  text  on  page  4-7  and  the  chart 
on  page  2-24)  state  that  the  proposed  action  would  be  generally 
beneficial  to  bighorn  sheep.   The  discussion  then  goes  on  to  state 
that  the  Proposed  Action  would  result  in  the  loss  of  5-10  bighorn 

in  the  Little  Jacks  Creek  population  and  that  the  Battle  Creek  popu- 
lation is  in  jeopardy  due  to  poor  range  conditions,  and  that  "Range 
improvement  information  in  this  alternative  is  not  specific  enough 
to  predict  whether  the  needed  habitat  improvement  would  occur."   How 
did  BLM  arrive  at  the  conclusion  that  this  alternative  "would  gener- 
ally be  beneficial  to  bighorns.'"'   What  was  the  criteria  used  in 
making  this  determination?   This  needs  to  be  carefully  explained  in 
the  FEIS,  because  the  evidence  presented  in  the  DEIS  indicates  an 
opposite  conclusion  -  that  the  Proposed  Action  will  harm  bighorn. 


Mr.  Martin  Zimmer,  July  19,  1982,  page  2 


4 .   Impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  on  High  Quality  Grasslan 
The  Proposed  Action  will  virtually  eliminate  high-quality  (lightly 
grazed)  grasslands,  yet  there  is  no  discussion  of  the  ecological 
consequences  of  such  action.   The  FEIS  should  include  an  inventory 
of  the  remaining  high-quality  grasslands  in  the  Boise  District, 
a  discussion  of  the  ecology  of  these  areas  and  how  the  Proposed 
Action  will  affect  this  ecology,  and  the  impacts  of  the  Proposed 
Action  on  the  scientif>c,  educational,  and  ecological  values  of 
these  grasslands. 


5.   Jacks  Creek  Pipe 
in  any  form,  because  of 
deer,  antelope,  and  the  f 
remaini 
economic 
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1 ine.       I    oppose    the    Jacks   Creek* pipeline 
he    damage    it    would   cause    to   bi  ghorn ,    mule 
ragile    ecology   of    some    of    the    best    quality 
ng    in    southern    Idaho.      The    FEIS    should    in- 
assessment    of    the    pipeline,    a    description 
into    the    over a 1 1   management    of    the    al lotments , 
allotments    could   be   managed    at    the    current 
out    the   pipeline,    and   detailed   examination 
o    the    pipeline.       A   determination    of    the 
allotment    plan   would    alos   be    in   order,    as 
ument   was   ever    completed   on    it,    in    apparent 
eeds    to   be   examined  more   closely ) . 


In    closing,     I    would    like    to   add    that:    a)    I    support    adoption    of 
alternative    4,    the    Reduced   Livestock    Use    alternative;       b }    the    amount 
of    unallocated    forage    needs    to   be    increased    in    the    final    Proposed 
Action;    c)    a    separate    EIS   should   be    completed    for    the    Jacks   Creek 
pipeline;    and   d)    I    support    the   Owyhee    River    Wilderness    recommenda- 
tions   and   other    recommendat  ions,    and   support    addition   of    additional 
acreage    (as  proposed  by    the   Committee    for    Idaho's    High   Desert). 

Please    incorporate    these    comments   as   part    of    the    official 
comments    submitted   by    the   Committee    for    Idaho's    High    Desert.       Thank 
you. 


Response    to    Letter    No.    38 


38-1  As  grazing  systems  or  AMPs  as  implemented,  seasons-of-use  would  be 
adjusted  to  correspond  to  range  readiness.  Turnout  dates  would  be 
adjusted  to  provide  for  wildlife  and  other  multiple  use  needs. 
Specific  criteria  have  not  been  developed  at  this  time  because 
specific  grazing  systems,  which  would  effect  turnout  dates,  have 
not      been      identlf led .  Impacts     related      to     seasons     of     use     are 

discussed    throughout    the   environmental   consequences   section  of    the 
Draft    EIS. 

38.2  See   Response    No's.    24.7,    24.10   and    24.18. 

38.3  See   Response    No.    22.6. 

38.4  See    Response    No's.    37.12,    37.13    and    37.20. 

38.5  The  pipeline  "would  allow  the  Jacks  Creek  plateau  to  be 
incorporated  into  grazing  systems  for  the  Battle  Creek  and 
Northwest  Allotments.  Specific  grazing  systems,  however,  will  not 
be  identified  until  allotment  management  plans  are  prepared. 
Likewise,  the  specific  management  of  these  allotments  without  the 
pipeline  cannot  be  determined  until  allotment  management  plans  are 
developed.      Also   see  Response  No.    3.1. 

38.6  The  original  allotment  management  pl*an  for  this  area  Is  not 
considered  to  be  valid.  A  new  allotment  management  plan  will  be 
prepared  prior  to  project  development.  An  environmental 
assessment  will  be  made  on  the  new  AMP.  Also,  see  Response  No. 
46.1. 


('tt~  •Aysf~~ 


Dan    Grzenia 


cc:   Committee  for  Idaho's  High  Desert 


39. 


Randall  E.  Morris,  D.D.S. 
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Post  Off.c 
Telephone 


(208)    587-4326 


July  17,   1982 

Martin  J.   Zimmer,    District  hanager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management,    Boise   District  Office 

^'48  Development  Avenue 

Boise,  Idaho  83705 

Dear  Kr.  Zimmer i 

I  respectfully  offer  as  public  comment  the  following  objections  to  the 
Bruneau-Kuna  Grazing  tjivironmental  Impact  ^tatment  i^cafti 

lj     No  reduced  grazing  proposal   is  presented  for  public  consideration. 
The  so  called  "Reduced  Grazing  Alternative"  actually  increases  grazing 
28^  above  current  levels.     The  so  called  "No  Grazing  Alternative", 
while  valuable  in  addressing   the  range  resource  recovery  that  is  possible 
through  a  more   ballanced  and  enlightened  management  policy,    is  not 
economically  or  politically  viable  at  this  time. 

2)     Be  that  as  it  may,   the  Reduced  Grazing  Plan,   if  Implemented  in  place 
of  the  proposed  action,   would  increase  total  forage  production  from 
210,479  AUK's   to  235,697  AUK's  producing  fully  90/i  of   tne  livestock 
grazing  under  the  proposed  action   (242,942  AUK's  for  the  deduced  Grazing 
Han  vs.   269,785  AUK's  for  the  proposed  action)  while  producing  more 
favorable  wildlife  and  recreational   results. 

3,     Wildlife  needs  are  virtually  ignored,   violating  the  legal  objectives 
of  multiple  use.     Out  of  a  total  proposed  forage  production  of  283,244 
AUK's,   2,333  are  allocated  to  wildlife— less  than  1,«. 

4)     The  proposed  action  actually  calls  for  reducing  unallocated  forage 
(which  presumably  is  available  to  wildlife)  from  its  current  level  of 
20,679  AUK's  down   to  5,871.      In   other  words,    wildlife   forage  will   be   cut 
to  one-fourth   of   its  present  level  at  the  start  of   the  proposed  actior. . 
The  impact  on  mule  deer  and  antelope  may  be  severe. 

4)  eventually  under  the  proposed  action,  unallocated  forage  will  rise 
to  11,126  AUK's,  barely  one-half  its  current  level.  Under  the  Reduceo 
grazing  Alternative,  the  unallocated  forage  would  rise  to  40,415  AUi.'s, 
double  the  present  level  and  four  times  the  level  of  the  proposed  action. 
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5)  .vater  developments  will  place  livestock  In  competition  with  wildlife 
in  portions  of  the  range  formerly  available  to  wildlife  alone. 

6)  Antelope  and  mule  deer  are  heavy  utilizers  of  shrubs,   especially 
during  winter.     Removal  of  shrubs  via  chaining,   burning,   and  spraying 
may  severely  stress  the  food  supply,    especially  in  areas  receiving 
new  water  developments. 

"30  0     I  ?)     Protection  of  critical   winter  range  is  not  assured.     The  winter 
J  '"^     I  range  value  of  Little  Jack's  Creek  is  not  addressed. 

8)     Also  in  Little  Jack's  Creek,  the  proposed  pipeline  would  allow 
livestock  grazing  in  areas  presently  available  to  bighorn  sheep  alone. 
The  bighorn  herd  is  presently  at  the  minimum  self-sustaining  level,   but 
5  to  10  animals  will  be  lost  if  the  pipeline  is  built. 

OQ  9      I  9)     Grazing  the  Jack's  Creek  Plateau  will  probably  prevent  reestablishment 
-'  '•*      I  of  bighorns  into  Big  Jack's  Creek. 

10;     Only  two  allotments  benefit  from  the  pipeline. 

11)  The  pipeline  will  cost  at  least  $160,000  to  provide  stock  water 
to  2300  AUK's.     That  is  about  $70/  AUM. 

12)  Ihe  proposed  action  docs  not  agressively  address  the  problem  of 
bighorn  habitat  degradation  on  the  west  side  of  Battle  Creek.     It  is 
suggested  in   the  draft  that  the  entire  herd  of  65  animals  might  be  lost 
if  that  range  is  not  improved. 

13)  No  effort  will  be  made  to  protect  Wilderness  Study  Area  acreages 

within  WJA's  recommended  as  non-suitable  for  wilderness. 

14)  Livestock  grazing  will  be  increased  on  43,500  acres  of  the  48,000 
acres  in   "good"  ecological  condition  within   WJA's. 

15)  Wilderness  values  would  be  lost  irreversibly  on  19,250  acres 
scheduled  for  brush  control  and  reseedlng.     The  Bruneau  Plateau  will 
suffer  the  most  vegetative  manipulation. 

16)  ft on-native  grass  species  will  be  introduced.     No  plan  to  reestablish 
native  grass  and  forb  mixtures  through  the  planting  of  native  seeds 

is   offered. 

17)  Seed  drills  will  be  used  for  planting  rather  than  broadcasting, 
disrupting  the  natural  appearance  of  tens  of  thousands  of  acres  of  the 
desert  system. 

18)  No  attempt  has  been  made  to  preserve  an  example  of  the  Salt  Desert 
Shrub  ecosystem.  Although  surviving  examples  are  in  poor  condition,  an 
attempt  should  be  made  to  preserve  an  example. 

19)  There  are  currently  less  than  35,000  acres  of  the  Sagebrush  Steppe 
ecosystem  in  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation  System.     Of  all  the 
millions  of  acres  of  Sagebrush  Steppe  which  once  existed,   Jack's  Creek 
may  be  the  best  and  only  example  which  remains.     A  tiny  increase  in 
grazing  is  insufficient  justification   for  its  destruction. 
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|  20}     Protection  of  potential  archaeological  sites  near  proposed  water 
I  developments  is  not  addressed. 

21)  The  present  worth  of  the  fees  from  the  deduced  Livestock  Grazing 
Alternative  is  only  $0,<+  million  less   than  from  the  proposed  action 
($3»?  million  vs.   *4.2  million),   but  the  present  worth  of  the  cost  of 
installing  and  maintaininc  improvements  is  $200, 000  less  with  the  heduced 
Grazing  Alternative.     This  is  approximately  the  cost  of  the  Jack's 
Greek  Pipeline,   a  project  which  may  have  a  negative  benefit/cost  ratio. 

22)  The  Reduced  Grazing  Proposal  more  nearly  pays  its  own  way  throuji 
user  grazing  fees  than  does  the  proposed  action.  The  proposed  action 
requires  a  greater  taxpayer  subsidy. 

23)  The  Reduced  Grazing  Alternative  creates  slightly  greater  employment 
than  does  the  proposed  action. 

I  respectfully  offer  the  following  suggestions  as  alternatives  to  the 
proposed  action  1 

l)     I  request  that  the  proposed  Jack's  Greek  pipeline  not  be  built,   and 
the  genetic  resource  present  in  the  California  Qesert  Bighorn  be  preserved 
"so  long  as  the  grass  shall  grow,   and  the  3ur«at   of  Land  .■.anagenent  shall 
exist." 

12)     A  detailed  economic  analysis  of  the  Jack's  Greek  pipeline  project 
should  be  done,   including  a  benefit/cost  assesment.     As  a  taxpayer  1 
deserve  this  consideration. 

00  /     I -^     *  full  environmental  impact  statement  should  be  completed  on  the 
3l.(p    (pipeline  project  prior  to  further  consideration.     As  a  recreational 
I  user  of  the  area,   my  needs  should  be  addressed. 

4)     Alternative  h,   Reduced  Livestock  Use,   should  replace  the  proposed 
action . 

3l#7    1 5)     The  AUIlallocation  for  wildlife  should  be  increased. 

6)  The  amount  of  unallocated  forage  should  be  increased  ovi-r   the   recommend- 
ations in  the  proposed  action. 

7)  The  impact  on  wildlife  of  water  developement  and  shrub  removal  should 
10  O  be  evaluated  1"  detail,  especially  In  critical  winter  range  of  mule  deer 
JIJ&     and  antelope*   specifically  the  Big  and  Little  Jack's  Greek  rims,    the 

Shoofly  drainage,    the  Owyhee  River  rims,    the  ijeep  Greek  Urainage,   and 
the  Bruneau  Plateau  between  Jheep  Greek  and  the  Bruneau  River. 

*MG    1 8)     Develope  a  firm  management  plan  for  preserving  the  Bighorn  herd  on 
J**'    I  the  west  side  of  Battle  Creek. 

3^  \0\  9)     So  not  allow  livestock  grazing  to  increase  within  Wilderness  Study  *xeas. 
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Uj     As  an  alternative  to  destroying  nearly  20,000  acres  of  potential 
wilderness  throuj.  an  Insensitive  clearinc  and  reseeding  assualt,    consider 
burning  ar.d  broadcasting  native  crass  nixtures  to  preserve  the  existing 
ecosystems,  especially  on  the  Jruneau  Plateau. 

11 )  Flan  developcraents  and  road  locations  to  protect  potential  archaeo- 
logical sites. 

12)  Become  sensitive  to  the  visual  impact  on  the  3runeau  Plateau  of  the 
planned  reseeds  and  developments .     The  sense  of  vastness,   the  sense  of 
solitude,   the  sense  of  natural   environment  is  a  resource  that  cannot  be 
replaced  or  restored.     Specifically,   the  vistas  from  just  north  of  the 
ir.outh  of  Jheep  urce!;  south  toward  the  Jarbidge  hountains  should  be 
preserved.     This  consideration  should  be  made  in  conjunction  with  the 
Jarbidpc  USA  on  the  east  side  of  the  Bruneau  and  Jarbid(Je  Rivers.     An 
outstanding  visual  resource  exists  from  the  Slackstone  and  J-P  lteserts 
on  the   jest  side  of  the  Jrur.eau  Siver  eastward  to  the  crests  of  the  low 
hills  on  the  Inside  Jcscrt. 

lj)     Biologically  viable  acreages  of  the  Sagebrush  Steppe  and  the  Salt 
uescrt  Shrub  ecosystems  should  be  preserved. 

l't)      (.here  vegetative  manipulation  is  performed,   sensitivity  to  prevent 
straight  lines  at  tnc  edge  of  reseeds  and  firelines  should  be  present. 

15)     Personal  experience  has  shown  me  that  monoculture  reseeds   (usually 
of  crested  wheat"  grass)   tend  to  be  biological  wastelands.     nVen  the 
ubiquitous  jackrabbit  shuns  them.     Could  not  one  or  two  additional  species 
of  grass  or  forb  be  added  to  the  mix  to  increase  the  mammalian  density 
and  diver-  Ity'j 


Sincerely, 


-~p,  Am 


Randall    J.   Morris 


Response    to  Letter   No.    39 

39.1  See  Response  No-  37.1. 

39.2  See  Response  No.  37.8. 

39.3  See  Response  No.  37.7. 

39.4  The  standard  operating  procedures  described  In  the  proposed  action 
would  protect  the  archaeological  sites  near  proposed  water 
developments . 

39.5  See  Response  No.  2.1 . 

39.6  See  Response  No.  2.2. 

39.7  See  Response  No.  2.3. 

39.8  Based  on  the  vegetative  predictions  (Appendix  Tables  B-5  and  B-7) 
and  measures  to  protect  big  game  cover  needs  (pp.  2-8,  2-9),  shrub 
removal  should  not  adversely  affect  mule  deer  or  antelope  habitat. 
Big  game  habitat  requirements  would  be  Incorporated  In  the  design 
of  range  treatment  projects. 

In  areas  unused  by  livestock,  due  to  limited  water,  the 
vegetative  predict  Ion  is  that  these  areas  would  not  decline  In 
condition  with  the  addition  of  water  and  11  ve stock  use. 
Monitoring  would  be  Initiated  to  Insure  that  no  decline  in 
condition  occurs. 

39.9  Based  on  comments  received ,  priority  would  be  given  to  improving 
the  rangeland  condition  adjacent  to  Battle  Creek  to  reduce  bighorn 
sheep  conflicts  with  livestock.   See  Response  22.6. 

39.10  All  WSAs  would  be  managed  under  the  Wilderness  Interim  Management 
Policy  to  protect  wilderness  values  until  they  are  released  from 
wilderness  review. 

39.11  These  recommendations  are  already  incorporated  Into  the 
development  constraints  and  standard  operating  procedures 
described  In  the  proposed  action- 
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Martin  J.    Zimmer,   District  Manager 
Boise  District   Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
3948  Development  Avenue 
Boise,    Idaho     83705 

RE:   Bruneau-Kuna  Grazing  EIS 

Dear  Mr.    Zimmer : 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  has  completed  reviewing  the 
Draft  EIS  on  the  Grazing  Management  Plan  for  the  Bruneau  Resource  Area  in 
southwest  Idaho  and  Nevada.   The  Draft  EIS  provides  a  generally  adequate 
discussion  of  the  environmental  consequences  of  the  alternative  grazing 
management  plans  being  considered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM). 
A  few  elements  of  the  environmental  analysis  might  be  improved  for  the 
Final  EIS,  as  discussed  below. 


Water  Quality 

The  discussion  of  existing  water 
stream  macro-invertebrate  popula 
quality  conditions.  Although  th 
ty,  other  measures  should  be  inc 
significant  a  potential  for  wate 
ally,  existing  chemical  quality 
relation  to  the  water  quality  st 
cussed.  Data  should  be  provided 
parameters:  dissolved  oxygen,  nu 
solved  solids,  fecal  coliform 
standards  are  not  being  met,  the 
the  probable  causes  and  availabl 


quality  (page  3-13)  uses  the  diversity  of 
tions  as  an  indicator  of  long  term  water 
is  is  a  reasonable  measure  of  water  quali- 
luded  for  a  proposed  action  with  as 
r  quality  impacts  as  this  one.   Specific- 
of  potentially  affected  streams,  in 
andards  for  these  streams,  should  be  dis- 

for  the  following  water  quality 
trients,  suspended  sediment,  total  dis- 
nd  water  temperatures.   If  water  quality 

Final  EIS  should  provide  information  on 
e  mitigation. 

Ut\  1     [Similarly,  the  discussion  of  the  alternative  management  plans  should  be 
lU.J    lexpanded  to  determine  whether  each  alternative  management  plan  could  cause 
lor  contribute  to  violations  of  water  quality  standards. 
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HD.H 


H0.5 


Analysis  of  Alternatives 


The  Draft  EIS  considers  *a  good  range  of  alt 
these  alternatives  is  generafly  adequate. 
analysis  within  that  evaluation  appears  to 
produce  misleading  results.   It  does  not  at 
to  the  fish  and  wildlife  supported  by  the  h 
These  resources  receive  substantial  recreat 
therefore  have  significant  economic  value. 
result  in  differing  fish  and  wildlife  popu 
ferent  economic  costs  would  result  from  the 
plans.  Standard  techniques  have  been  deve 
life  Service  and  others  for  estimating  thes 
techniques  Are   used  routinely  by  the  Corps 
Reclamation  in  their  B/C  analyses  for  water 

Ition  benefits.  A  similar  evaluation  would 
EIS's  B/C  analysis. 

Finally,  the  Draft  EIS'  analysis  of  alternatives  clearly  indicates  that 
Alternative  #4  would  produce  better  results,  in  most  respects,  than  other 

I  alternatives,  while  providing  for  a  28%  increase  in  actual  grazing  over 
current  levels.  The  Final  EIS  should  provide  an  expanded  discussion  on 
alternatives  to  clarify  the  reasons  for  selecting  another  alternative. 

Based  on  our  review  we  have  rated  this  Draft  EIS  LO-2  [LO:  lack  of  objec- 
tions; 2:  insufficient  information].  We  appreciated  the  opportunity  to 
review  this  document.  Should  you  care  to  discuss  our  comments  and  sug- 
gestions please  contact  Mr.  Dick  Thiel,  our  Environmental  Evaluation 
Branch  Chief,  at  (FTS)  399-1728  or  (206)  442-1728. 


ernatives  and  its  evaluation  of 
However,  the  benefit/cost  (B/C) 
have  one  omission  which  could 
tempt  to  assign  a  dollar  value 
abitat  in  the  planning  area, 
ional  and  commercial  use  and 

Differing  levels  of  grazing 
ation  levels  and  therefore  dif- 

alternative  grazing  management 
oped  by  the  U.S.  Fish  &  wi ld- 
e  types  of  costs,  and  these 
of  Engineers  and  the  Bureau  of 

resource  projects  with   recrea- 
be  appropriate  for   the   Final 


Si  ncerely, 


John  R.  Spencer, 

Regional  Administrator 


cc:   Idaho  Operations  Office 


In  addition  to  the  macro- invertebrate  in  format  ton ,  a  water 
chemistry  and  bacterial  analysis  was  accomplished .  Samples  were 
collected  at  58  stream  sites  In  the  Bruneau  and  Kuna  Planning 
Units,  This  data  is  shown  on  the  Unit  Resource  Analysis  Table  11 
located  at  the  end  of  the  comment  and  response  section 

Three  waters  within  the  EIS  area  have  specified  use 
designations  established  by  the  State  of  Idaho.  These  are  the 
Owyhee,  Bruneau  and  Snake  Rivers-  The  Snake  River  was  not 
anticipated  to  be  impacted  by  the  proposal  or  alternatives.  Other 
waters  within  the  area  have  no  specified  use  designations;  they 
are  unspecified  waters. 

Specified  designated  uses  for  the  Bruneau  River  include 
primary  contact'  recreation,  cold  water  biota,  secondary  contact 
recreation,  agricultural  water  supply,  and  saltnonld  spawning. 
This  water  appears  to  meet  the  State's  standards  for  the  above 
uses  for  all  those  parameters  measured . 

Spec! fled  designated  uses  for  the  Owyhee  River  Include 
domestic  water  supply,  agricultural  water  supply,  cold  water 
biota,  salmon id  spawning ,  primary  contact  recreation,  and 
secondary  contact  recreation.  This  water  appears  to  meet  the 
State's  standards  for  the  above  us'es  for  those  parameters 
measured . 


All  of  the 
appear 


water  samples  except  2  taken  on  unspecified  waters 
et  the  State's  standards  for  secondary  contact 
recreation.  One  of  two  samples  taken  on  Syrup  Creek  and  one  of 
five  samples  on  Sheep  Creek  exceeded  the  State's  limitation  for 
fecal  collform. 


40.2  High  fecal  collform  count 
of  livestock  on  parttcula 
alternatives   3 


s  are  attributed  to  high  concentrations 
■  stream  sites.  The  proposed  action  and 
propose  special  fisheries  management 
practices  (including  fencing)  on  12  miles  of  Sheep  Creek  and  2.3 
miles  of  Syrup  Creek  (Map  2-1).  These  measures  would  result  In  a 
significant  improvement  of  water  quality  on  these  streams. 

Projected  changes  in  water  quality  with  the  proposed  action  and 
alternatives  included  Impacts  to  fisheries  from  changes  in 
suspended  solids  and  turbidity,  total  dissolved  solids,  dissolved 
oxygen,  pH,  temperature,  alkalinity,  and  collform  counts.  The 
Improvement  in  the  parameters  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  actions 
or  alternatives  Is  shown  in  the  draft  EIS  on  Tables  4-4,  4-10, 
4-15  and  4-24.  Impacts  from  changes  to  the  heavy  metal  groups  are 
for  the  most  part  stream  specific  and  were  not  Included  on  these 
tables. 


We  note  on  page  2-10  that  125  spring  developments  are  planned  in  the  area. 
Since  prehistoric  archaeological  sites  are  frequently  associated  with 
springs,  these  spring  developments  may  potentially  affect  significant 
prehistoric  sites.  Standard  operating  procedures  require  the  BLII  to 
inspect  each  spring  for  archaeological  sites,  evaluate  the  significance 
of  any  sites  located  vis-a-vis  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places, 
and  consult  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  concerning  any 
effects  on  significant  archaeological  sites. 

In  order  to  avoid  delays  in  projects,  we  suggest  the  development  of 
mitigation  alternatives  in  advance  between  the  BUI,  the  Idaho  SHPO, 
and  the  Advisory  Council.  Such  agreements  have  worked  successfully 
in  the  Challis  range  improvement  program. 


40.4  See  Response  No.    21.10. 

40.5  See  Response   No.    37.2. 
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Mr.   Ted  Nilesn.ick 

Page  2 

August  9,  1982 
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August  9,  1982 


Mr.  Ted  Milesnick 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Boise  District  Office 
3948  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  ID  83705 

Dear  Mr.  Milesnick: 


If   you  have  any  questions  concerning  our  comments,  please  contact  us. 
Sincerely , 

Thomas  J.  Green 
State  Archaeologist 
State  Historic 

Preservation  Office 


<CC  ■ 


H\.\ 


Below  are  my   comments  on   the  Cruneau  -  Kuna  grazing  CIS   draft. 
I   discussed  these  with  Margaret  Wyatt. 

The  BLM  class  III   archaeological   inspection  procedures  should  be 
mentioned  on  page  2-13,   in   section  4  of  Standard  Operating  Procedun     . 
These  are  the  specific  procedures   the  BLIi    follows  before  the  construction 
of  range   facil  i  fcii  s. 

The  citation   to   36  CFR  800  is  too  general    to  be  of  any   value.      This  is 
especially   important  given   the  conclusion  on  page  3-15  that  by    following 
the  standard  operating  procedures  no  significant  imparts   to  archaeological 
or  historic  sites  would  occur. 


cc:      Margaret   Wyatt 
FG/kh 
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Response  to  Letter  No.  41 


The  standard  operating  procedures  have 
description  of  the  proposed  action  to 


seen  changed  in  the  revised 
eflect  your  comments. 


ASSOCIATION,    INC 


<sfi' 


H*r04»L  cattu*b«  assocmton 


2120  AIRPORT  WAY 

P  O  BOX  57S5  —  BOISE,  IDAHO  B3705 

AREA  CODE  208  343-1615 


July    1,     1982 


BRUNEAU-KUNA   GRAZING    E.I.S. 


O'REC'OHS 

tv*n  wevens 


(,*n.  r.HiPMAN 


REMARKS  ON  THE  DRAFT  STATEMENT 

My  name  is  Tom  Olsen  and  I  reside  at  4720  Rowell  Drive  in  the 
City  of  Boise.   I  am  the  Vice  President  of  the  Idaho  Cattle 
Feeders  Association  and  I  am  employed  by  the  Land  and  Livestock 
Division  of  the  J.  R.  Simplot  Company.   In  my  position  I  am 
responsible  for  the  nutrition  and  performance  of  cattle  in  the 
company  feedlots  in  Idaho,  Oregon  and  Manitoba,  Canada. 

Following  my  graduation  from  the  University  of  Idaho  where  I 
majored  in  animal  science  and  a  minor  in  range  management,  I 
worked  for  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  as  a  Resource  Management 
Specialist  from  1970  until  1973. 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  draft  proposal 
of  the  Bruneau-Kuna  district  as  I  am  quite  familiar  with  the 
entire  area.   I  worked  in  the  area  when  the  well  in  the  Little 
Jack's  Creek  area  was  drilled. 


HZ.l 


I    am  deeply    concerned   about    a   ^number   of    items    in    the    statement 
and   about   the   pipeline    and  water   development  program  for    the 
Jack's   Creek    area.       I    will   elaborate   on    a   number   of   points. 

In  the  list  of  preparers,  pages  L  1,  2  and  3,  there  is  a  list  of 
17  individuals.   It  indicates  that  12  of  these  individuals  have 
related  degrees  in  range,  wildlife  or  forest  management.   In 
the  entire  document  I  find  no  reference  to  wild  horses,  to  the 
damages  they  are  capable  of  doing  to  the  ranges,  of  any  plans  to 
control  these  animals  or  to  what  extent  the  extensive  fencing 
and  cattle  guards  would  help  to  control  these  creatures. 

The  wild  horse  is  an  introduced  species  without  natural  enemies. 
The  horse  is  protected  by  Federal  law  as  a  responsibility  of 
of  the  BLM.   The  agency  has  conducted  round  ups  of  these  animals 
from  time  to  time  which  lets  us  all  know  that  the  agency  is  aware 
of  their  presence.   Your  neglect  to  mention  these  animals  puts 
a  serious  cloud  of  doubt  over  the  entire  document. 


Page    2 

Bruneau-Kuna   EIS 
July    1,    1982 
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Page    3 

Bruneau-Kuna  EIS 
July  1,  1982 


I  regard  the  entire  area  as  a  great  asset  to  the  State  of  Idaho  and 
that  we  must  develop  its  full  potential.   There  can  be  no  doubt  about 
the  abuse  the  land  suffered  one  century  ago.   There  has  been  a  slow 
improvement  in  the  resources  of  the  area  since  the  adoption  of  the 
Taylor  Grazing  Act  and  the  development  of  the  Range  Management 
Sciences . 

I  disagree  with  the  statements  under  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES  of 
page  iii  relative  to  the  adverse  impacts  upon  the  bighorn  sheep  by 
the  construction  of  the  Jacks  Creek  pipeline.  Bringing  more  water 
into  any  part  of  an  arid  resource  area  will  benefit  all  life  forms, 
both  domestic  and  wild. 

To  the  southwest  of  this  area  in  the  Paradise  Valley  area  of  Nevada 
it  has  been  well  documented  that  the  adoption  of  an  effective  rest 
rotation  grazing  system  increase  the  cattle  carrying  capacity  of 
the  ranges.   Further,  members  of  families  that  have  lived  in  the 
area  for  3  generations  noticed  that  this  better  range  management 
system  resulted  in  the  return  of  bighorn  sheep  to  the  area .   This 
has  been  well  documented  on  the  Les  Stuart  range ,  a  show  place  for 
the  University  of  Nevada  for  range  management  students  as  well  as 
for  representatives  of  various  environmental  groups . 

Protection  for  the  sage  grouse  is  only  possible  through  a  ban  on 
hunting  these  birds .   Any  good  hunter  knows  that  they  come  to  water 
around  mid  day.   The  place  to  hunt  is  at  the  streams  and  water  holes. 
Being  a  slow  moving,  poor  flying  bird,  they  are  highly  vulnerable 
to  the  lead  poisoning  expelled  by  a  shotgun .   Dispersing  the  water 
supply  would  give  them  a  better  chance  for  survival.   Adding  feeder 
lines  from  the  Jacks  Creek  pipeline  would  enhance  their  survival 
chances. 

On  this  same  page  the  document  discusses  years  of  below  normal  vegetative 
production  and  the  impact  of  livestock  on  the  prey  base  of  the  bi rds 
of  prey.   This  idea  is  a  linear  projection  of  the  whole  birds  of  prey 
issue  calling  for  great  amounts  of  land  dedicated  for  this  prey  base. 

Farmers  in  the  Kuna  district  and  other  areas  adjoining  the  undeveloped 
lands  wage  a  continuing  war  against  the  invasions  of  the  Townsend 
ground  squirrel.   Critics  of  the  Birds  of  Prey  plan  have  repeatedly 
suggested  that  the  BLM  could  do  quite  well  by  insuring  the  base 
against  adverse  weather  years  by  cultivating  a  base  for  this  prey. 
If  the  squirrels  will  readily  move  into  well  cultivated  farm  ground, 
then  they  would  certainly  thrive  on  special  fields  planted,  watered 
and  reserved  for  their  life  style .   Thes*of  course  should  be  isolated 
and  in  a  number  different  locations. 

II  feel  the  subject  of  visual  resources  is  exaggerated .   One  must  get 
rather  close  to  a  fence  to  see  very  much  of  it .   I  would  invite  you  to 
admire  the  foothills  and  mountains  in  back  of  Boise.   They  are  very 
colorful  in  the  various  angles  of  sunlight  during  the  day,  the  colors 
change  during  the  year  and  they  are  a  glorious  sight.   One  does  not  see 
the  fences,  bike  trails  and  other  man  made  objects  that  cover  the  area. 
They  look  today  as  they  did  to  the  pioneers  on  the  Oregon  Trail  as 
they  passed  this  way . 


in 


42 


On  the  bottom  of  page  iii,  the  draft  anticipates  an  increase  of 
132  jobs  in  20  years.   I  find  it  hard  to  determine  the  economic 
reasoning  in  the  draft  statement.   On  page  3-19,  the  document  refers 
to  regional  employment  of  13,961  in  the  year  1979.   This  is  a  nice 
figure,  f   It  must  be  right  out  of  the  blue  because  the  1980  census 
for  Owyhee  county  is  listed  at  8,272.    The  total  Idaho  population 
is  shown  as  943,935.   The  economic  picture  can  change  so  rapidly  in 
this  country  that  any  job  projection  can  only  be  classed  as  a  wild 
guess  or  a  myth. 

If  we  do  develop  this  resource  through  increased  forage,  added 
water  points  and  proper  rotation  of  pastures,  there  is  no  doubt 
that  we  will  increase  the  game  available  for  sportsmen. 

I  have  looked  at  the  figures  for  three  different  sizes  of  cattle 
operations  on  pages  D  3,  4  and  5.   As  I  calculate  the  figures,  the 
draft  is  referring  to  the  following  size  units: 


D-l 

53 

Cows 

Cattle  Sold 
Steers 
Heifers 
Cull  Cows 

23 
16 

__6 

Production 

45 

Production  % 

84 

91% 

243 

Cows 

91 

57 

28 

176 

72 

43% 

1 

,231 

453 
282 

141 

Cows 

876 

71 

17% 

Long  range  production  figures  of  the  U.S.  cattle  herd  will  indicate 
that  for  every  100  cows,  83  cattle  and  calves  go  to  slaughter. 

When  slaughter  figures  are  above  83%,  the  herd  is  in  a  liquidation 
phase  such  as  occured  in  the  years  of  1976,  1977  and  1978  when 
total  slaughter  exceeded  a  number  equal  to  83%  of  the  total  cows. 

When  this  slaughter  is  below  83%,  then  the  herd  is  expanding  such 
as  it  was  in  1969  through  1974  when  total  slaughter  figures  were 
well  below  83%  of  total  beginning  cow  numbers  on  January  first  of 
each  year. 

HZ.7   I WHERE  ARE  THE  BULLS?   Are  these  herds  using  artificial  insemination? 

.-  _  I  The  figures  would  indicate  that  D-l  is  very  efficient  and  that  D-2 
iL.   O  I and  D~3  are  indeed  under  poor  management.   These  are  poor  figures 
' for  making  economical  projections. 

Or  else  they  would  indicate  that  running  cattle  on  the  BLM  ranges 
is  a  poor  proposition. 
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Response    to    Letter    No.    42 


Social    conditions    and   social   well   being   gives    one    a  whole   new  world 
to   ponder.       Ranchers    I    have    known   are    generally    happy   when    they    are 
making   money.      This    reflects    in    a   more    active    social    life    and   a 
better   outlook   on   his   world. 

There    is    a  way    to  express   social  well   being   that   should   be   emphasized. 
The   best   thing  we   can   have  on,  our  public   lands    are   people   living   out 
there    and    taking    care    of    the    land.       If    that    rancher  has    a   sound  working 
partnership  with   the    BLM   and   its    personnel,    he   will   be   happy. 

What   is    needed   is    a   program   that  will   encourage    the    livestock    operator 
to    improve    the    range.       In   so   doing  he  will    improve    it   not   only    for 
his    own    cattle    and   economic   gains,    but   he   will    improve    the  wildlife 
habitat,    the    vegetative    cover   and   subsequently    the    recreation 
potential    of    the    resource    area. 

Conversely,    if  he    lives    in    fear   of    losing  his    allotment,    which    is    a 
part   of    the    dollar   value    of   his   home    ranch,    then   his    social  well 
being,    to    use    the   term,    will   be   miserable.      This    is    the   kind   of 
malcontent    that    spawns   Sagebrush    Rebellions. 

CONCLUSION      Through   my   experience    and   observations    of   our    cattle 

operations ,    I    feel    strongly    that  we    should   disperse    the 
water   in   every    possible  way.      This   will   disperse    the    livestock    and 
improve    the   vegetation.      This   will    improve    their   breeding  efficiency. 

A   few  water    lines    could   leave    temporary   scars    that    could   reduce   the 
"visual    resource".       But    this   would  be   more    than   offset   by   the    thrill 
of   observing   more    deer   or   sheep   or   sage   grouse .      Just    looking    at    the 
land    is    not   very   exciting.      But   how   exciting    it  would  be    to   return 
from   a   trip   to    the    area   and   report   the   sighting   of   bighorn   sheep 
and   deer.       I    think    this    trade   off    favors    sighting    the    game. 

Everyone   must    realize    that    as    nature   evolved  over    the    centuries,    the 
hoofed    animals   were    given    an    important   place    in    the    scheme   of    things . 
Their   place    in    nature    is    to   grind   the    seed    into   the    ground   to    insure 
a    future    crop   of    vegetation.      The   hoofed    animals    are    not   predators, 
therefore    they    are   prey.       They    are   not   viscious.      Man   has    added    to 
their    importance    to    the    land   as    he    has    come    to    understand   their   proper 
role    in   the    reseeding   process ,    in    doing    this   before    the   birds    and 
rodents   eat   the   precious    seed   that   is    so   vital    to    the    next   generation 
of   vegetation. 

I    am  happy    to   see    the    Boise   District   moving    ahead  with    a   pj/an    to 
further   develop    the   potential    of   this    great    resource,. 


This  letter  was  presented  as  testimony  at  th( 
1982 .  Lt  is  being  responded  to  in  lettei 
comments    that    were    not    orally    presented. 


public    hearing    on    July    1, 
form     because     lt     contains 


To    the    best    of    our    knowledge,    wild    horses    I 
are      not       now      present      within       the      EIS 
regulations    prohibit    establishing    them    in 
to  wild   horses   will   not   be   addressed. 


ave    not    in    the    past    or 
rea.  Since      current 

lew    areas,    the    impacts 


42.2  Water  developments  are  generally  beneficial  to  wildlife-  They 
provide  water  which  disperses  use  and  often  makes  unused  habitat 
available .  Sage  grouse  and  antelope  may  benef  it  from  the  proposed 
water  system.  However,  in  the  case  of  unwatered  areas  for  cattle 
in  bighorn  range,  water  development  also  brings  unwanted 
behavioral  Interactions-  with  cattle.  Such  Interactions  would 
result  In  avoidance  of  their  habitat,  due  to  fear  of  and  aversion 
to  cattle  (Trefethen  1975).  An  adequate  water  supply  is  currently 
available    to   bighorn    from  Little  Jack's  Creek. 

42.3  According  to  the  Winneraucca  District  of  the  BLM  and  the  U.S. 
Forest  Service ,  the  Less  Stewart  Range  does  not  have  any  bighorn 
sheep  on  It  nor  does  lt  have  potential  for  introduction.  In  1979, 
the  Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife  and  the  U.S.  Forest  Service 
introduced  California  bighorn  sheep  to  tthe  Santa  Rosa  Mountains. 
The  sheep  were  transplanted  north  of  the  Less  Stewart  Range 
Al lotment . 

42.4  It  is  recognized  that  from  a  distance  fences  and  smaller  man  made 
objects  are  not  visually  obtrusive.  However>  they  do  create 
adverse   visual    impacts  when   viewed    from  a   closer   range. 

42.5  See   Response   No.    7.2. 

42.6  The  regional  economy  analyzed  In  this  EIS  included  Owyhee  and 
Elmore  Counties.  Data  from  the  Bureau  of  Economic  Analysis  showed 
1979  employment  of  3,314  and  10,647  for  these  counties 
respectively    for   a    total    of    13,961. 

42.7  Bulls  are  depreciated  and  therefore  not  shown  under  sales.  The 
procedures  used  in  developing  the  ranch  budgets  are  in  "Estimating 
Economic  Impacts  of  Adjustments  in  Grazing  on  Federal  Lands  and 
Estimating  Federal  Rangeland  Forage  Values".  This  was  written  by 
C.  Kerry  Gee  and  issued  as  Technical  Bulletin  143,  Colorado  State 
University  Experiment  Station,  Fort  Collins,  Colorado,  November 
1981. 

42.8  The  data  in  the  ranch  budgets  reflects  information  gathered  and/or 
verified    in    a  meeting   with    Bruneau/Kuna    permittees. 
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Public  Hearing  -  Grandvlew,  Idaho   June  29,  1982 


Frank  Bachman 


Comment  4  3.1: 


attle  Creek  and  Northwest  Allotment  Permittees 


of  the 


alternatives  or  the  proposed  action 


meet  the  needs  of  a  sound  multiple  use  management  plan  for  Owyhee  County. 

We  will  present  to  you  a  fifth  alternative  which  we  think  provides  a 
better  balance  between  all  resource  demands .  Under  our  proposed 
alternative  livestock  use  would  be  Increased  on  two  allotments. 

We  do  not  propose  to  maximize  livestock  numbers;  rather,  we  propose 
to  increase  numbers  on  two  allotments  where  forage  Is  presently  available 
and  needed  to  meet  the  objectives  of  a  sound  allotment  management  plan. 

Alternative  five  would  include  the  major  object tves  of  the  proposed 
action  as  outlined  In  the  ES  document.  Our  proposed  alternative  would 
also  Include  additional  AUMs  of  forage  available  for  livestock  use  on  the 
Battle  Creek  and  Northwest  Allotments  ... 

To  accomplish  the  object  Ives  in  making  available  additional  forage, 
the  Jacks  Creek  Pipeline  must  be  constructed  as  originally  planned, 
including  the  19  miles  of  main  line  and  the  22  miles  of  lateral  line- 


We  are  assuming  that  Big  and  Little 
area  will  not  be  designated  as  wilderness 


Creeks  wilderne 


study 


The  final  point  of  our  alternative  five  deals  with  vegetative 
allocation.  The  Bruneau  EIS  determined  the  amount  of  forage  available 
based  on  proper  use  factors  or  as  stated  in  the  ES,  the  biological  limit. 

The  ES  goes  on  to  say  that  the  biological  limit  was  used  because  the 
Bruneau  Resource  Area  has  not  tdenti  f led  specif  ic  grazing  systems.  We 
are  unanimously  against  this  approach. 

The  Owyhee  EIS,  which  was  completed  prior  to  this,  based  their 
vegetative  allocation  on  50%  utilization  of  grasses.  Most  of  the  Owyhee 
at  that  time  did  not  have  grazing  systems  developed. 

The  next  step  following  the  ES  is  the  development  and  revision  of 


. . .  Most  of  the  allotments  in  the  Bruneau  Resource  Area  as  In  the 
Owyhee  Resource  Area  will  have  AMPs  developed  in  the  future. 

Operating  under  a  well  written  AMP,  50%  utilization  would  be  a  very 
acceptable  method  for  determining  stocking  rates. 

Response  43.1:  An  additional  alternat lve ,  based  on  50%  utilization 
levels,  was  considered .  This  alternative  was  not  Included  In  the  Final 
EIS  because  utilization  levels  of  50%  would  exceed  the  livestock  grazing 
capacity  and  could  not  be  allowed  according  to  current  grazing 
regulations  (43  CFR  4120.2-1).   The  basis  for  this  determination  is  that 


without  specific  grazing  systems  which  are  designed  with  adequate  rest  or 
deferment  to  satisfy  plant  growth  requirements,  50%  utilization  levels 
would  exceed  the  capacity  of  the  vegetation  to  maintain  or  improve . 
Grazing  systems  were  identified  in  the  Owyhee  EIS  area  prior  to  the 
forage  allocation  process.  The  forage  allocations  were  based  on  a  known 
level  of  grazing  deferment  or  rest,  and  therefore  could  support  a  higher 
level  of  forage  removal.  Since  grazing  systems  have  not  yet  been 
identified  on  the  Bruneau  and  Kuna  Planning  Units,  this  level  of  use  is 
not  appropriate. 

Clipping  studies  by  Cook  and  Stoddart  from  1955-61  on  typical  desert 
range  in  west-central  Utah,  concluded  from  these  studies  that  desert 
plants  can  be  grazed  In  late  spr  Ing  only  if  herbage  removal  is  30%  or 
below.  Utilization  of  50%  or  more,  during  this  season,  was  extremely 
detrimental.  These  studies  also  concluded  that  forage  removal  during  the 
winter  and  again  In  the  spring  could  not  exceed  30%  In  any  one  season,  Lf 
satisfactory  range  conditions  were  to  be  maintained. 

Studies  by  Tom  Daer  and  E.  Earl  Willard  also  showed  that  harvest  lng 
less  than  50%  of  current  herbage  production  Is  necessary  to  retain 
vigorous  bluebunch  wheatgrass  plants. 

Utilization  data  which  is  being  collected  during  the  spring  and  early 
summer  periods  in  the  Owyhee  Resource  Area  and  is  being  used  to  limit 
livestock  use  to  50%  levels,  probably  results  In  similar  stocking  rates 
during  the  spring  and  early  summer  as  would  the  forage  allocation 
procedure  used  in  the  Bruneau  and  Kuna  Units.  This  Is  because  the  total 
annual  production  of  plants  has  not  been  achieved  when  utilization 
studies  are  conducted.  Fifty  percent  use  during  the  spring  period,  may 
represent  only  30-40%  use  of  the  total  annual  production.  The  forage 
allocation  levels  during  the  late  summer  and  fall  are  very  similar  under 
both  methods  of  allocation  because  plant ' s  maintenance  needs  have  been 
satisfied  by  this  time. 


Comment  4  3.2:    There 


sheep  and  livestock  sine 
cattle  and  sheep  presently 
continue  to  increase . 


has  not  been  any  major  conflict  between  the 
their  Introduction  a  number  of  years  ago.   The 
mch  of  the  same  area,  and  sheep  numbers 


Hunt lng  is  allowed  on  this  bighorn  herd  and  recently  Idaho  Fish  and 
Game  captured  animals  for  transfer  Into  Nevada.  All  of  the  sheep 
movement  following  introduction  has  been  to  the  west  of  Little  Jacks 
Creek. 

This  area  west  of  Little  Jacks  Creek  is  used  much  more  by  livestock 
than  those  areas  proposed  for  the  pipelines.  Cattle  and  sheep  occupy 
this  area  continually  and  with  no  apparent  conflict. 


In  fact,  probably  the  most  impor 
movement  is  water  located  on  the  plateai 
cattle. 


nt   reason   for   this  westward 
water  which  was  developed  for 


Originally  when  the  sheep  were  planted  in  Little  Jacks,  BLM  and  Fish 
and  Game  figured  it  wouldn't  be  long  before  sheep  moved  into  Big  Jacks  to 


the  east, 
occurred . 


a  very  suitable  habitat.    This  eastward  movement  has 


east  side  provides  more  area  of  suitable  habitat  to  bighorn.   We  believe 
that  ample  water  Is  available  to  the  bighorns  within  the  canyon- 


Lack  of  water  between  the  two  canyons  could  be  the  only  explanation. 
We  have  spent  more  time  with  these  bighorns  than  probably  all  of  the 
people  here  this  evening,  including  the  Bureau  people-  We've  observed 
cattle  and  sheep  grazing  together  and  we  have  also  watched  sheep  drinking 
from  stock  ponds  we  constructed  ... 

...  Through  our  close  contact  with  the  sheep,  we  feel  that  we  can  as 
a  group  predict  the  outcome  better  than  anyone.  Under  proper  grazing 
management  and  with  the  development  of  additional  water ,  the  sheep 
population  will  not  only  maintain  the  100  plus  head  which  presently 
exists,  but  will  continue  to  increase  and  begin  using  Big  Jacks  Creek. 

Response  43.2:  Construction  of  the  entire  Jacks  Creek  pipeline  would 
bring  intensive  cattle  use  onto  the  plateau  lands  adjacent  to  the  Little 
Jacks  Creek  canyon lands.  Two  conflicts  are  predicted  based  on  research 
in  other  areas  as  well  as  observations  of  both  the  Little  Jacks  and  the 
Owyhee  River  bighorn  populations-  The  first  conflict  would  be  for 
forage  -  The  two  species  have  very  similar  food  habalts-  If  forage 
degradation  can  be  avoided  then  this  conflict  is  avoided. 

The  more  significant  conflict  created  by  the  water  development  is  the 
increased  disturbance  to  bighorns  by  cattle  and  people  on  the  plateaus 
adjacent  to  the  canyon.  These  areas  are  currently  used  by  the  bighorns. 
At  least  four  research  studies  In  other  areas  (Russo  1956,  Wilson  1968, 
Irvine  1969,  and  Dean  And  Spillett  1976)  have  documented  that  the 
presence  of  cattle  will  cause  the  bighorns  to  avoid  an  area,  at  least 
while  the  cattle  are  present.  Our  observations  of  the  declining 
populations  above  the  Battle  Creek  canyonlands,  In  the  presence  of  heavy 
livestock  use,  leads  us  to  conclude  that  this  heavy  use  is  the  cause  for 
the  loss  in  the  population- 

Our  experience  with  pipelines  indicates  a  high  degree  of  maintenance 
Is  required.  Vehicle  access  Is  a  necessary  part  of  pipeline  maintenance. 
Consequently,  human  use  In  bighorn  habitat  would  result  from  both 
maintenance  personnel  and  the  improved  access  would  attract  other  people 
into  the  area. 

All  three  of  these  factors  ( increased  forage  consumption,  social 
conflict  between  cattle  and  bighorns ,  and  human  disturbance)  are 
predicted  to  cause  bighorns  to  avoid  a  large  part  of  their  habitat.  The 
shift  to  avoid  the  pressures  brought  by  people  and  livestock  would  create 
an  overcrowding  situation  In  the  remaining  suitable  habitat ,  ultimately 
resulting  In  a  reduction  of  the  population.  Since  this  population  is 
considered  to  be  at  the  lower  limit  of  biological  threshold,  significant 
losses  would  likely  result  In  the  loss  of  the  entire  population. 

Sightings  of  bighorns  east  of  Little  Jacks  are  common.  Twenty-three 
percent  of  our  597  sightings  of  bighorns  were  made  on  the  east  side. 
Although  our  data  indicates  more  use  on  the  west  side  than  the  east  side, 
the  lack  of  water  on  the  east  side  is  not  considered  the  responsible 
factor.   The  greater  amount  of  cliff  habitat  on  the  west  side  than  the 


Randall  Morris  -  Self 

Comment  ^/*-l-  The  economic  value  of  bighorns  must  be  considered, 
both  in  the  existing  herd  and  the  potential  loss  In  Big  Jacks  Creek.  A 
full  benefit  cost  must  be  done  as  well  as  a  full  environmental  Impact 
statement . 

Response  44.1:   See  Comment  No.  37.11,  3.1  and  No.  3.2. 


Daryl  Keck  -  Glenns  Ferry  Grazing  Association 

Comment  45.1:  It  states  that  there  Is  278  miles  of  area  and  fence 
that  has  to  be  built  to  implement  this,  and  knowing  the  cost  of  building 
a  mile  of  fence  now,  that' s  quite  a  figure,  and  I  question  whether 
economics  is  there  for  the  cost  that's  going  to  be,  to  the  benefit  It's 
going  to  be  on  these  streams  and  ponds- 

Response  45.1:  A  benefit-cost  analysis  would  be  done  on  all  projects 
prior  to  their  construction. 

Comment  45.2:  And  i  f  you  put  these  fences  in  to  fence  the  cattle 
off,  there  is  going  to  be  quite  an  expense  of  putting  them  back;  and  you 
can  see.  In  fact,  every  one  of  these  canyons  the  high  water  mark  is 
higher  than  the  head  on  the  horse,  so  I  know  these  fences  wouldn't 
survive  . 

Response  45.2:  Most  fences  would  be  placed  along  canyon  rims  and  not 
near  the  stream's  high  water  mark.  Therefore,  maintenance  problems  would 
be  reduced 


Bob  Collett  -  Castle  Creek  Allotment 


Comment  46. 1 :  There  Is  one  Instance  In  the  draft  I  would  like  to 
point  out-  if  I  read  it  correctly,  there  is  at  least  one  rancher  with 
over  500  head  unit  that  Is  taking  in  the  neighborhood  of  a  50%  reduction 
on  a  large  number  of  AUMs,  the  negative  impact  on  this  only  showed  about 
$1,000.  I  hope  that  not  all  the  financial  impacts  are  shown  in  this 
perspective  or  we  as  ranchers  are  In  trouble. 

Response  46.1:  The  average  annual  income  change  per  permittee  in  the 
500  head  category  (Owyhee  portion  of  the  EIS)  is  -$13,971  (EIS  Table 
4-6). 

Comment  46.2:  The  riparian  zones  as  shown  on  the  maps  are  bound  to 
cause  some  disruption  and  hamper  the  natural  drive  of  cattle  In  some  of 
these  areas  and  could  create  a  more  adverse  impact  on  the  land  than  what 
little  good  some  of  the  fenced  riparian  zones  could  be . 
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Response  46.2:  Because  most  fences  would  be  located  along  steep 
canyon  rims  only  cattle  movement  into  the  canyons  would  be  affected.  It 
is  felt  that  natural  drift  between  most  use  areas  would  not  be 
significantly  affected. 


Comment  46.3: 


The 


ittle  seem  to  receive  all  the  blame  for  lack  of 
I  saw  no  mention  of  what  I  consider  its  greatest 


numbers  of  sage  grouse 

enemies,  and  that  is  the  coyote  and  the  eagle. 

Response  46_.3:  Coyote  and  eagle  predation  on  sage  grouse  is 
recognized .  However,  it  is  felt  that  habitat  condition  is  the  primary 
factor  affecting  population  levels. 


Comment  46.4: 


I  ha 


lived  and  operated 


Castle  Creek  Allotment  for  the  past  32 
been  several  changes  in  our  operations  and  range 
our  allotment  for  the  most  part  is  In  an 
improvement  and  ground  cover . 


n  this  range  within  the 
In  that  time  there  has 
conditions.  I  would  say 
upward   trend   of   plant 


Re s po n s e  4 _6_._4 :  Appendix  Table  B-6  indicates  that  a  large  portion  of 
the  Castle  Creek  Allotment  is  in  an  upward  trend. 

Comment  46. 5:  It  Is  stated  that  when  Ant  Hill  Pipeline  System  is 
activated  it  does  not  have  enough  water  to  take  care  of  all  the  lines  at 
one  time  so  only  part  of  the  lines  are  activated  at  a  time  and  then  shut 
down  when  the  other  lines  are  turned  on,  thus  leaving  the  wildlife  that 
are  established  on  the  first  lines  without  water.  This  is  completely 
false.  All  lines  are  act  ivated  at  the  same  t Irae  and  for  all  summer  on 
Ant  Hill. 


Response  46.5:   This 
See  text  change  section. 


in  error  and  It  has  been  deleted. 


Gene  Davis  -  Self;  Bruneau  Cattle  Company 

Comment  47.1:  I  note  that  it's  under  the  assumptions  of  your  plan 
that  there  are  no  management  plans  in  the  area,  very  few  management 
plans,  and  because  of  this  you  feel  this  (biological  limit  level  of 
allocation)  would  be  the  better  way  to  go. 

We  refute  this.  We  think  there  are  management  plans.  We  know  that 
we  ourselves  and  our  associated  users  In  the  Battle  Creek  Allotment  have 
utilized  it  for  grazing,  rest,  and  the  whole  bit,  and  along  as  near  as  we 
can  do  with  the  management  plan  under  which  we  operated  for  two  years 
prior  to  being  pulled  away  from  the  plan,  ...  it  was  in  the  AMP  that  we 
were  going  to  construct  43  miles  of  pipeline,  and  that's  the  pipeline 
that  you  refer  to  in  your  EIS  as  being  "unpalatable"  to  your  way  of 
thinking. 


We  think  it's  a  must  to  live  up  to  the  contract  that  you 
to  really  give  you  fellows  a  chance  to  continue  to  operate 
that  forage  or  that  resource  in  the  best  manner  possible. 


Igned  and 


Response  47.1:  The  biological  limit  was  used  because  there  are  no 
allotment  management  plans  In  operation  that  use  a  rest  system  or  a 
deferred  system  until  seed  ripe-  To  al locate  use  based  on  50%  of  a 
plants  full  growth,  especially  In  the  spring  when  only  2  3  to  50%  of  Its 
growth  has  occurred,  would  be  an  over  allocation  and  detrimental  to  the 
range.  Although  any  range  survey  has  problems,  we  feel  confident  that 
the  ringe  survey  we  completed  and  the  subsequent  allocations  are  adequate 
and  correct . 

The  management  plan  on  Battle  Creek  Allotment  was  reviewed  for 
adequacy  in  1974  to  determine  whether  to  continue  with  the  plan  or 
postpone  it  until  after  the  grazing  EIS  was  completed  in  accordance  with 
the  NRDC  suit.  The  plan  was  found  to  be  Inadequate  in  several  respects, 
one  of  which  was  the  plan  contained  an  area  actually  within  the  Northwest 
Allotment.  The  AUMs  in  Horse  Basin  were  figured  as  available  for  use  by 
the  Battle  Creek  Allotment  users  to  make  the  system  as  outlined  in  the 
plan  work.  It  is  also  recognized  that  the  Battle  Creek  pipeline  (full  41 
miles)  was  an  intrical  part  of  .that  system.  The  decision  was  made  not  to 
continue  installation  of  the  pipeline  until  after  the  environmental 
impacts  were  addressed  in  the  grazing  EIS,  which  is  where  we  are  today. 

As  much  as  we  would  like  to  thLnk  that  we  know  all  the  answers,  the 
facts  are  that  any  plan  must  be  somewhat  flexible  and  be  adjusted  as  more 
data  become  available. 


Comment  No.  47.2  : 
successful  and  there  Is 
familiar  with  that  area 
grown  and  expanded  on  tl 


I  think  It's  (sheep  transplant)  been  highly 

.ot  a  person  who  is  a  native  of  that  area  that  Is 

that  doesn't  recognize  that  those  sheep  have 

e  side  where  the  cattle  and  where  the  water  is. 


not  to  an  area  that  you  suggest  If  we  would  water  with  the  pipeline, 
forty-three  miles  of  It,  would  be  detrimental  and  even  possibly  eradicate 
the  sheep  herd  in  Little  Jack's  Creek  area. 

...We  think  there  is  no  exception  with  cows.  We  see  them  continuing 
to  graze  together  and  we  think  that  the  gang  at  the  Bureau  probably  has 
seen  this  too.  I  have  a  friend  down  In  the  breaks  of  the  Owyhee.  Sheep 
are  now  coming  Into  the  field  down  in  that  area.  This  is  on  the  Oregon 
side,  and  they  are  detrimental  to  this  man's  cropping  system  on  his 
farmland,  and  I  know  this  man  well  enough  to  know  that  when  he  ran  them 
off  the  first  time ,  It  might  have  been  easy ,  but  the  second ,  third , 
fourth  and  fifth  time  it  wasn't  easy,  and  if  there  is  going  to  be  upset 
by  cows  in  the  area,  certainly  they  would  be  by  human  harassment.  It's 
tough  for  him  to  keep  them  out  of  the  field  and  detrimental  to  his  crops. 

Response  47.2:   See  Response  No.  43.2. 


Don  Davis  -  Self;  Owyhee  County  Commissioners 

Comment  No.  48- 1 :   Some  of  the  proposed  cuts  greatly  reduce  the  tax 
base  of  Owyhee  County. 

Response  48. I :    It  Is  not  anticipated  that  the  proposed  action  or 
alternatives  would  affect  the  tax  base.   Although  some  ranchers  may  go 


out  of  business,   their  private  lands 
ownership  or  off  the  tax  rolls. 


aid  not  go  out  of   private 


Guy  Coyler  -  Coyler  Cattle  Co. 

Comment  No.  49.1:  The  Battle  Creek  Allotment  has 
allotment  management  plan  since  May  of  1969  when  it  w 
faith  by  the  permittees  and  the  Bureau. 


operated  under  an 
s  signed  in  good 


We  are  presently  working  within  that  framework  of  that  plan  with  the 
portion  of  the  rest-rotation  program  and  with  the  completion  of  the 
Jack's  Creek  water  system,  we  can  implement  the  remainder  of  that  program 
as  spelled  out  In  our  AMP. 

Therefore,  It  is  imperative  to  allocate  the  forage  on  the  fifty 
percent  utilization  levels  as  was  done  in  the  Owyhee  portion  of  the 
studies . 


Development  of  a  pipeline  to  water  livestock  in  bighorn  habitat  is 
also  considered  detrimental  to  bighorn.  Research  (reviewed  by  Jones  1980 
In:  The  Desert  Bighorn,  Univ.  of  Arizona  Press)  has  demonstrated  that 
bighorns  avoid  areas  occupied  by  cattle .  It  is  recognized  that, 
individuals  or  groups  of  bighorns  may  deviate  from  this  behaviorial  trait 
but  management  must  be  geared  to  the  entire  population. 

The  pipeline  will  be  accompanied  by  a  service  road.  As  a  result 
additional  people  will  frequent  bighorn  habitat.  Controlling  people  use 
will  be  very  difficult  after  roads  are  constructed. 

Although  our  data  Indicates  more  bighorn  use  on  the  west  side  than 
the  east  side,  the  lack  of  water  is  not  considered  to  affect  bighorn 
dtstribut  ion.  The  greater  amount  of  cliff  habitat  on  the  west  side 
compared  to  the  east  side  provided  more  suitable  areas  for  bighorns. 

Also  see  Response  No.  43.2. 


Response  49.1:   See  Response  No 


47.1. 


Comment  No.  49.2:  Throughout  this  draft  it  was  stated  that  the 
cattle  and  the  bighorn  sheep  are  in  competition.  This  statement  is 
false.  A  true  statement  Is  that  people  and  sheep  are  in  competition- 
Within  the  promotion  of  a  wilderness  area,  it  can  only  be  detrimental  to 
the  bighorns.  An  Influx  of  people,  whether  backpackers,  campers, 
fishermen  or  hunters,  has  never  been  beneficial  to  wildlife. 

The  facts  and  figures  In  the  draft  as  well  as  common  sense  clearly 
points  out  that  the  cattle  and  bighorn  sheep  do  prosper  when  in  close 
proximity.  The  sheep  In  the  Little  Jack's  Creek  have  multiplied  from 
twelve  head  In  1967  to  their  present  one  hundred  plus.  This  Is  a 
terrific  growth  rate  considering  that  in  1967  there  were  many  critics  In 
the  BLM  and  the  Fish  and  Came  Department  that  felt  that  bighorns  would 
never  prosper  In  this  area. 

When  you  survey  the  map  on  page  2-5,  it  clearly  shows  that  this 

Increase  in  herd  numbers  has  been  largely  accomplished  in  the  area  of 

cattle  grazing,  and  they  have  migrated  towards  the  cattle  and  not  away 
from  them. 

A  logical  explanation  would  be  that  man  made  reservoirs  provide  water 
on  the  west  side  of  the  canyon  and  no  water  Is  available  on  the  east 
side.  It  has  also  been  our  observation  that  there  have  been  more 
sightings  of  sheep  on  the  west  side,  which  is  currently  the  largest 
cattle  use,  and  the  map  confirms  this. 


Rayola  Jacobson  -  Idaho  Farm  Bureau 

Comment  No.  50. 1 :  I  must  take  exception  to  your  statement  on  bighorn 
and  cattle  not  being  compatible.  We  have  known  for  years  that  they  were 
compatible,  and  not  one  week  ago  there  were  four  head  of  bighorn  sheep  on 
the  head  of  Poison  Creek  with  a  herd  of  about  twenty  cattle. 


The 
drove  o 
hill. 


only  reason  that  we  knew  the  sheep  were  there  is  because  when  we 
er  to  check  the  cattle,  the  sheep  jumped  up  and  took  off  over  the 


As  Mr-  Coyler  so  very  well  stated , 
Sheep  and  people  are  not. 


npatlble 


Response  50. 1 :  We  do  not  question  that  Individuals  and  groups  of 
bighorns  may  associate  with  cattle.  Your  observations  as  well  as  those 
of  biologists  have  noted  this  occurrance.  However,  to  judge 
compatibility  by  a  few  observations  could  lead  to  an  incorrect 
conclusion-  At  least  four  research  studies  (Russo  1956,  Wilson  1968, 
Irvine  1969,  Dean  and  Sptllett  1976)  have  addressed  this  question  and 
have  documented  a  general  avoidance  reaction  by  populations  of  bighorns. 
Our  own  data  tends  to  support  these  research  findings .  Dur  ing  the  last 
six  years  we  have  made  a  large  number  of  observations  of  bighorns  In  the 
Little  Jacks  area  as  well  as  along  the  Owyhee  River.  We  only  have  one 
observation  of  six  rams  near  cattle.  Also  see  Response  No.  43.2  and 
49.2. 


All  these  facts  clearly  prove  that  cattle  and  bighorn  sheep  do  mix 


Response  49.2:    A  significant  increas 
Jacks   bighorn   habitat ,   for   whatever   i 
detrimental   to   the   continued   survival 
Wilderness   designation   would   attract   mi 
controlled  through  the  permit  process. 


in  people  use  of  the  Lit 
ason,   is   considered   to 
af   bighorns   in   this   ar 
e   people,   but   use   can 
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Allotment.   You  indicate  that  the  trend  of  that  allotment,  thi 
available  forage,  comes  out  at  167  percent  of  the  allocated  use. 


Alan  Hausrath  -  Idaho  Environmental  Council 

Comment  No.  51.1:  I  looked  in  the  draft  document  and  saw  a  variety 
of  bene fit/ cost  ratios  calculated  for  the  variety  of  alternatives,  but  It 
appeared  to  me  that  in  some  respect  —  there  is  suspect  benefit/cost 
analysis  in  that  the  benefits  and  costs  for  the  taxpayer  are  lumped 
together  with  benefits  and  costs  for  the  users  of  the  land  and  combined 
to  make  a  joint  benefit/cost  ratio. 

Response  51.1:  The  purpose  of  benefit-cost  analysis  is  not  to 
determine  the  costs  and  benefits  for  the  general  taxpaylng  public  but 
rather  to  Identify  all  benefits  and  costs,  to  whoever  they  may  accrue. 
The  question  of  equity,  who  is  paying  the  costs  and  who  receives  the 
benefits,  is  not  within  the  realm  of  benefit-cost  analysis. 


Ray  Blair  -  Clenns  Ferry  Grazing  Association 

Comment  No.  52.1:  I  know  the  Sunny side  District  and  the  Owyhee 
District  outside  of  the  Bruneau  River  drainage  fairly  well,  and  the 
comments  on  the  bighorn  sheep,  I  have  to  differ  wLth  these  people  here 
and  maybe  even  you  that  the  cattle  and  sheep  are  not  going  to  get  along 
together . 

I  don't  know  where  you  got  that  experience,  but  our  experience  is  on 
Deep  Creek,  from  the  head  of  Deep  Creek  down  to  where  it  joins  the  east 
fork  of  the  Owyhee  Is  our  boundary,  we  have  cattle  with  sheep. 


This  is  way  and  above  where  It  was  ten  years  ago ,  and  we  think  we 

know  why  it's  there.   We  think  we've  managed  properly,  but  in  the  EIS  it 

indicates  what  the  trend  might  be,  what  is  the  trend  in  that  area  as  It 
does  all  the  other  allotments. 

The  trend  there  Is  either  downward  --  and  t  think  it's  downward . 
Yes.  17,661  acres,  nonapparent,  and  to  me  nonapparent  would  mean,  hey, 
we  don't  know.  It's  status  quo.  105,937,  and  none  of  it  upward,  and 
still  within  an  increase  of  usable  grazing  capacity.  167  percent  of 
demand. 

It  I  have  talked  with  some  Bureau  folks  on  It  and  they  have  not 

had  time  to  make  trend  studies.  That  takes  seven,  ten  years .  I'm  not 
sure,  but  quite  a  length  of  time .  This  I  understand,  but  I  think  it's 
very  misleading  to  the  general  public,  and  when  they  come  out  with 
omissions  like  these  as  to  the  trend  and  only  because  they  don' t  have 
time ,  and  that' s  understandable ,  but  it's  again  misleading,  and  1  think 
it's  something  that  should  be  cleared  up. 

Response  5  3.1:  The  present  apparent  range  trend  figures  listed  in 
Appendix  Table  B-6  on  page  B-8  were  based  on  our  best  professional 
knowledge  and  judgment  of  each  allotment.  We  do  not  have  trend  studies 
established  in  the  Center  Allotment,  thus  have  no  data  base  from  which  to 
draw  more  accurate  figures.  Increased  production  estimates  on  the 
allotment  do  not  necessarily  Indicate  that  range  trend  is  upward. 
Seedings  which  have  been  developed  on  the  allotment  or  unknown  factors 
could  account  for  the  apparent  increases  in  forage  production. 


They  don' t  bother  each  other.  I'm  not  saying  sheep  with  sheep. 
Domestic  sheep  with  sheep  would  bother  each  other.  It  might  bother  each 
other,  but  they  compliment  each  other  and  that  band  of  sheep  has  not  only 
been  on  Deep  Creek,  it's  been  down  through  our  fieLds  and  around  on 
Juniper  Mountain,  up  to  Nickel  Creek,  and  they  seem  like  they  want  to 
settle  now  down  in  Black  Canyon  and  Deep  Creek  In  the  east  fork. 

Now,  if  you're  having  trouble  with  sheep  and  they're  not  producing, 
there  is  two  things  that' s  involved:  Man  who  disturbs  the  sheep  or 
predators  who  eat  the  sheep. 

Response  52.1:  A  small  loss  of  bighorns  to  predators  is  expected. 
This  though  has  not  hindered  the  reintroduction  of  bighorns  into  suitable 
habitat.  Bighorns  are  able  to  counter  most  predator  threats  with  their 
exceptional  eyesight,  climbing  ability  and  habitat  of  feeding  and  resting 
in  open  areas  adjacent  to  or  within  rugged  terrain.  See  Response  No. 
43.2,  49.2  and  50.1. 


Russell  Heughins  -  District  3,  Idaho  Wildlife  Federation 


Comment  No  ■  54 . 1 :  On  the  economic  analysis,  I  find  no  reference  to 
wildlife  and  recreation.  I  see  plenty  of  the  economics  of  the  livestock; 
however,  I  see  nothing  about  the  contributions  that  the  recreationlsts , 
specifically  hunters,  make  to  the  economy  of  Idaho,  and  as  one  of  those, 
I  can  tell  you  it's  substantial. 

Response  54.1:   See  Response  No.  21.10. 

Comment  No .  54.2:  The  same  problem  also  exists  on  the  social 
analysis.  It  omits  any  reference  to  recreational  considerations , 
especially  In  the  light  of  the  growing  population  in  southwestern  Idaho- 


Response  54.2:   See  Response  No.  28.5  and  34.3. 


Cattle  Company 


Gene  Davis  -  Self;  Bru 

Comment  No.  53. 1 :   I'd  want  to  comment  on  one  technical  item  to  me 
that  I  just  can't  understand  in  the  EIS,  and  this  will  concern  the  Center 


Eric  Davis  -  Owyhee  Cattlemen's  Association 

Comment  No-  55.1:  it  is  not  easily  documented  what  the  domino  affect 
would  be  on  the  local  county  and  state  economics  if  livestock  use  of  the 
federal  range  lands  in  this  area  were  to  be  curtailed  to  any  degree. 


There  is  no  question  In  our  minds  that  the  effect  of  a  curtailment 
would  be  severe,  not  only  on  the  Individual  producers  impacted  directly, 
but  also  on  the  enterprises  that  livestock  producers  rely  on  and  sources 
of  needed  foods  and  services;  from  the  fanner  who  sells  feed  in  pasture 
to  the  feedlot  operator  who  also  purchases  feed  as  well  as  cattle,  to  the 
main  street  business  that  trades  with  range  livestock  operators  and  their 
families  and  employees. 

It  may  be  argued  that  businesses  would  survive  and  that  tax  base  may 
survive ,  but  there  is  no  question  that  this  scenario  involves  a  certain 
amount  of  pain  for  everyone  involved.  We  believe  that  the  EIS  draft  does 
not  fully  address  the  economic  impact  that  some  of  the  environmental 
statement  proposal  would  entail. 

Response  55.1:  The  secondary  impacts  of  the  proposal,  which  includes 
the  U6e  of  multiplier  factors,  are  described  on  pages  4-20  and  4-21. 
Since  the  overall  change  in  rancher  income  would  increase  (Table  4-6, 
page  4-19)  as  a  result  of  an  overall  increase  in  proposed  livestock  use, 
the  overall  affects  would  be  beneficial. 


Really,  there  Is 
I'm  making  right  now. 


plethora  of  research  which  backs  up  the  statements 


Bill  Lawrance  -  Boise  State  University  Conservation  Group 


Comment  No.  56.1:   I'd  like  to  just  cite 


research  projects 


some  research  that  I ' ve  been  doing  and  some  others  that  I ' ve  come  across , 
and  these  are  dealing  with  some  native  vertebrate  populations. 

In  1980  I  completed  a  study  north  of  Boise  In  a  high  desert  habitat, 
and  what  1  was  comparing  was  heavily  grazed  communities  versus  lightly 
grazed  communities  and  these  also  included  the  grazing  incurred  at 
different  times  of  the  year,  the  heavy  grazed  areas  in  spring ,  which 
can't  have  a  more  deleterious  effect. 


Anyway,  I  found  highly  significant  reductions  in  pereni 
cles,  nacive  grass  species  In  native  areas  and  also  corre 


perennial  grass 
species,  nacive  grass  species  In  native  areas  and  also  correlated  with 
heavily  grazed  areas  was  a  major  increase  in  introduced  grass  species 
such  as  cheatgrass  and  Medusa  head  rye ,  and  then  also  correlated  with 
this  grazing  were  very  significant  reductions  in  both  the  density  and  the 
species  diversity  of  small  mammals;  mostly  small  rodents,  although  some 
insect ivores . 

I  might  also  cite  a  paper  or  study  that  was  done  by  a  fellow  that  I 
work  with,  Dr.  Timothy  Reynolds,  and  In  his  Ph.D.  thesis  at  Idaho  State 
University  he  found  —  his  paper  entitled,  "The  Response  of  Native 
Vertebrate  Populations  to  Different  Land  Management  Practices,"  and  this 
was  done  at  the  INEL  site. 

He  found ,  and  he  was  studying  primarily  areas  that  had  been  planted 
with  crested  wheatgrass  and  also  grazed  areas ,  that  there  was  a 
significant  reduction  in  small  mammal  density  and  species  diversity  as  I 
had  found,  and  he  also  found  that  heavy  grazing  on  crested  wheatgrass 
significantly  reduced  bird  species;  birds  that  were  breeding  on  the  INEL 
site. 


The  Reynolds  paper  was  published  in  this  INEL  study.  In  another 
conference  that  I  recently  attended,  the  National  Meeting  of  the  American 
Society  of  Mammologists ,  there  were  a  number  of  papers  presented  that 
showed  the  deleterious  affects  of  grazing  on  native  vertebrate 
populations,  especially  heavy  grazing. 

I  might  cite  one  here-  Dr.  LeRoy  McClanahan  from  San  Diego  State 
University,  found  that  again  very  significant  reductions  in  species 
diversity  on  heavily  grazed  areas,  and  he  also  found  that  the  one  habitat 
feature  which  seemed  to  be  most  closely  correlated  with  small  mammal 
species  diversity  is  the  abundance  of  perennial  plant  species,  and 
anyone,  again,  who  was  familiar  with  range  management  knows  that  grazing 
—  one  of  the  first  things  you  seem  to  lose  In  heavily  grazed  areas  is 
the  perennial  grasses. 

Also  I  might  just  mention  that  I'm  currently  doing  a  study  In  Owyhee 
County  on  the  sagebrush  vole  (sic)  which  some  people  think  Is  —  may  even 
qualify  for  a  threatened  species  category. 

It  seems  to  be  very  rare  any  more,  and  it  also  appears, 
preliminarily,  it  appears  that  it  is  closely  associated  with  perennial 
grasses,  so  just  In  summarizing  some  of  the  research,  I  think  that  there 
Is  a  fairly  strong  case  that  can  be  made  for  the  fact  that  heavy  grazing 
can  have  some  rather  deleterious  affects. 

I  don't  need  to  remind  the  gentlemen  here  that  the  BLM  has  mandates 
since  1964  by  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  to  manage  for  a 
variety  of  values. 

I  am  not  sure  that  these  values  have  been  adequately  addressed  In  the 
current  EIS. 

Response  56.1:   See  Response  No.  9.1. 


David  Lahtin 


Comment  No.   57.1: 


I  watch  thera  all  summer  long,  and  there  Is 
absolutley  no  basis  for  the  people  that  are  saying  that  these  sheep  and 
cattle  can't  mix,  because  they're  mixed  continually. 

The  cattle  go  up  from  the  home  ranches  In  the  valleys  that's  twenty 
miles  from  this  canyon  and  they  worked  their  way  right  up  through  these 
plateaus  that  we ' re  talking  about  watering,  and  they  work  from  there  in 
the  spring  —  this  is  part  of  their  spring  range,  they  work  from  this 
spring  range  and  go  on  into  summer  range  and  then  they  go  right  through 
the  heart  of  this  supposed  pipeline  or  proposed  pipeline  area. 

The  sheep  maintain  themselves  mainly  In  these  canyons,  and  In  the 
Jack's  Creek  Canyon  alone,  they'll  go  across  to  the  east  towards  Shoofly, 
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and  at  times  we 
in  Wicahone  Cree 


re  seen  them  in  Poiso 
They're  not  there. 


There  is  no  water.  Once  that  pipeline  was  d 
in,  these  tanks  put  In,  this  would  benefit 
dispersing  the  cattle  over  a  greater  area  and  nc 
some  of  our  areas  that  are  being  hurt. 


i  Creek,  but  you  do  not  seem  them 
It's  eight  miles  across  there. 

eveloped ,  these  lines  put 
not  only  the  cattle  by 
;  having  thera  confined  in 


Then  this  would  also  benefit  the  cattle  and  the  wildlife  because  the 
wildlife  are  going  to  drink  out  of  these  tanks  that  we  put  in  just 
exactly  like  the  livestock  do,  and  we've  had  to  maintain  these  tanks  and 
those  springs  and  these  fences  without  any  help  from  any  other  group. 


Response  57.1:   See  Respon 
5  7.2:   Now 


No.  43.2  and  49.2. 


Comment  No. 
further 
cattle  i 


that  you  state 


the  note 
almost  J 


back  here  in  your  book  a  little 
every  paragraph  the  damage  that 


They  do  the  damage  to  the  sheep,  they  do  damage  to  quail,  they  do 
damage  to  fish.  I've  been  up  and  down  that  Jack's  Creek  all  my  life,  and 
you  can  go  in  the  top  end  of  that  thing  and  for  the  fifteen  miles  down 
through  that  canyon,  two  steps  will  put  you  across  that  creek. 

You  can  wade  that  creek  In  two  steps-  In  fifty  feet  you  can  catch 
fifty  trout  out  of  there  as  fast  as  you  can  pull  them  out.  Now,  if  these 
cattle  were  hurting  these  fish,  I  don't  think  you'd  have  near  that  number 
In  there.  These  fish  are  so  thick  they'll  bite  a  bare  hook,  and  they're 
so  small  --  they're  only  six  to  eight  inches  long  and  never  get  any 
bigger  because  there  is  no  more  feed  in  there  for  them  fish. 

Response  57.2:  Our  Inventory  data  indicates  that  portions  of  Big  and 
Little  Jack's  Creek  are  in  good  fisheries  habitat  condition  with  the 
majority  of  these  streams  being  in  fair  condition  (Map  2-3).  The 
proposed  fencing  would  allow  areas  that  are  being  Impacted  by  livestock 
to  Improve  in  condition.  This  habitat  improvement  should  provide  more 
food  for  fish  currently  present  and  fish  size  would  be  expected  to 
Increase  . 


Chet  Sellman 


Comment  No ■  58.1:  This  EIS  is  based  on  the  premise  that  the  proposed 
Jack's  Creek  pipeline  would  adversely  affect  the  bighorn  sheep.  This 
again  is  not  necessarily  true. 

The  fact  is  that  the  sheep  use  this  area  very  little,  and  I  believe 
that  watering  the  area  would  open  it  up  to  the  sheep  and  enable  them  to 
establish  a  herd  in  the  Big  Jack's  Creek. 

See  Response  No.  4  3.1. 


Tom  Blessinger  -  Self 

Comment  No.  59. 1 : 
Bruneau-Kuna  EIS;  the 
2-1. 


I  want  to  bring  out  one  point  In  regards  to  the 
forage  allocation  proposed  action  regarding  Table 


In  1979  and  1980,  a  range  line  agreement  was  signed  In  the  southeast 
allotment.  It  divided  up  thirteen  permit  tees.  The  area  was  divided  up 
on  101  to  113  percent  AUMs  on  the  ground  derived  from  a  range  survey  In 
19  59.  No  increase  in  AUMs  were  allowed .  They  stayed  at  their  one 
hundred  percent  AUM  level ,  but  each  was  given  a  larger  area  to  Include 
the  AUMs  surveyed  on  the  1959  range  survey. 


According  to  Table  2-1  and  using  the  Simplot  Field 
there  was  a  twenty-four  percent  reduction. 


xample , 


I  point  out  that  .in  this  few  year's  span  that  you  could  have  a  plus 
AUM  figure  go  down  twenty-four,  percent ,  and  looking  at  the  range  as  what 
I  consider  myself  as  a  qualified  range  person,  I  would  say  that  the  AUMs 
are  there . 

Response  59.1:  This  area  was  resurveyed  during  1979  and  1980.  This 
survey,  which  represents  the  most  current  and  accurate  data  available, 
indicates  that  the  forage  production  of  these  allotments  to  be  what  Is 
proposed  on  Table  2-1.  Monitoring  studies  would  be  established  to  assess 
proposed  use.  If  the  current  survey  is, In  error,  adjustments  in 
livestock  use  would  be  made . 


Comment  No.  59.2:  In  dealing 
relationship  with  livestock,  I  had  the 
Cattlemen  on  the  Challis  EIS. 


with   the 
fortune  t< 


bighorns   and   their 
wo  rk  for  t  he  Idaho 


We  did  extenslv 
t  bighorn  and  liv 


analysis  and  survey  on  the  Challis  EIS, 
stock  do  work  hand  in  hand. 


You'll  see   thera  drinking  out  of   the   same 
primarily  side  by  side. 


ater   holes ,   eating 


Response  59.2:   See  Responsi 
Comment  No.  59.3; 


No.  43.2,  49.2  and  50.1. 


Another  point  that  l  would  like  to  bring  out  is 
the  fencing  of  the  riparian  area.  This  was  tried  by  the  U.S.  Forest 
Service  In  Bear  Valley.   Several  miles  of  the  stream  banks  were  fenced. 

Now,  we  must  bring  up  the  point,  "Who  builds  this  fence?  Who 
supplies  the  materials  and  who  does  the  repair?"  This  is  quite  costly. 
This  was  proved  by  the  Forest  Service  several  years  In  advance  to  the  BLM 
coming  up  with  the  right  riparian  fencing  idea,  that  this  does  not  work. 

Response  59.3:  The  fences  proposed  to  protect  the  fisheries  streams 
identified  in  the  proposed  action  would  be  constructed  and  maintained  by 
BLM.  Since  these  fences  would  be  located  along  canyon  rims  away  from  the 
actual  stream  banks  we  feel  that  maintenance  needs  would  be  reduced.  As 
documented   in   the   draft   EIS   numerous   studies  have   indicated   that 


significant  improvement  in  riparian  areas  can  be  obtained  through  grazing 
exclusion. 


Ra_y_o_l_a  Jacobson  -  Idaho  Farm  Bureau 

Comment  No  ■  60. 1 :  if  you  construct  fences  on  these  banks ,  you' 11 
just  destroy  the  fishing,  the  hunting,  and  some  of  the  people  who  go  in 
there  rock  hunting  will  be  fenced  out. 

This  is  a  very  narrow  creek  and  it  will  be  nearly  impossible  to  hold 
fences  with  the  stream  alteration  that  occurs  here  from  year  to  year  and 
season  to  season. 


Population  goals  and  subsequent  forage  allocations  between  livestock 
and  bighorn  sheep  would  be  periodically  reviewed  and  adjusted  as  the  need 
arises.  However,  there  Is  no  guarantee  that  livestock  AUM  reductions  If 
required  would  be  regained. 

Comment  No  ■  60.3:  I  also  question  the  lack  of  comment  and 
consideration  given  to  predators.  There  doesn't  seem  to  be  much  comment 
on  predators,  and  we  all  need  predator  control. 


Response  60.3: 


Response  No.  46.3  and  52.1. 


It  will  be  so  costly  In  the  extreme  to  construct  these  fences, 
difficult  to  construct  them  at  all,  and  nearly  impossible  to  maintain 
them. 

Response  60.1:   See  Response  No.  45.2. 

Comment  No.  60.2:  What  Is  the  ultimate  number  the  Fish  and  Game  hope 
to  achieve  In  connection  with  the  bighorn  sheep?  Does  anyone  know  how 
many  they  really  hope  to  have  there,  and  what  Is  the  ultimate  benefit  to 
the  community  at  large?  As  has  been  stated  here  tonight,  are  they  for 
hunting,  are  they  for  viewing  or  are  they  simply  to  be  there? 

If  the  ranchers  in  the  area  are  forced  to  take  a  cut  in  AUMs,  is 
there  any  guarantee  or  preference  of  a  reinstatement  In  the  AUMs  for  the 
ranchers  that  must  take  these  cuts? 

Response  60.2:  We  do  not  know  Fish  and  Game' s  ultimate  goal  for 
bighorn  sheep.  Several  potential  areas  for  future  transplant  are  present 
In  Owyhee  County .  Based  on  a  plan  developed  between  the  Fish  and  Game 
and  the  BLM  the  following  procedures  were  agreed  upon : 


1) 


Fish  and  Game  identifies  and  prepares  a  habitat  suitability 
analysis  of  a  proposed  area. 


2)  If  the  Fish  and  Game  determines  the  habitat  is  suitable,  the  BLM 
prepares  an  environmental  assessment  which  describes  the 
environmental  as  well  as  the  social  Impacts. 

3)  Based  on  public  review  and  comments,  Including  each  affected 
livestock  permittee ,  the  BLM  makes  a  decision  to  allow,  not 
allow  or  conditionally  allow  the  transplant  to  take  place. 

To  date,  two  other  areas  have  gone  through  this  process  (South  Fork 

Owyhee  River  and  West  Fork  of  Bruneau  River).   Both  areas  were  approved 

as   release  sites   and   both   have   population   goals   and   management 
constraints . 


Bighorn  sheep  are 
comment  • 
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Water  Quality  Constituents  In  Streams  within  the  Bruneau  and  Kuna  Planning  Units 
*  Indicates  water  quality  constituent  concentrations  which  may  be  limiting  to  tr 
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Table    11    (cont.) 
Stream  Name 
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TEXT  CHANGE  SECTION 


Page  1-1 

Purpose  and  Need 

Add  the  following  2  sentences  after  the  first  sentence  of   the 
paragraph  beginning  with  "The  purpose  of  ...": 

The  purpose  of  the  proposal  is  to  attain  a  portion  of  the 
applicable  land  use  plan  objectives  developed  for  the  area.  These 
objectives  are  listed  on  Table  2-13  in  the  revised  description  of  the 
proposed  action. 

Page  2-1  through  Page  2-15 

Description  of  the  Proposed  Action 

Replace  the  description  of  the  proposed  action  with  the  description 
included  in  this  document. 

Page  2-17 

Project  Development 

Add  the  following  section  to  number  1): 

There  would  be  16  water  troughs  and  16  guzzlers  installed  on  the 
additional  lines.  The  storage  reservoir  capacity  would  be  increased 
to  one  million  gallons  by  enlarging  the  reservoirs  to  seven  feet  deep 
and  100  by  200  feet  long.  This  would  allow  4,000  cattle  to  use  the 
vegetation  available  along  the  pipeline.  Dates  of  livestock  use 
would  not  change  from  the  proposed  action.  Development  cost  for  BLM 
would  be  approximately  $166,000  and  rancher  costs  would  be 
approximately  $83,000.  Annual  operating  costs  for  the  livestock 
operators  would  be  approximately  $7,000. 

Page  2-18 

Table  2-8  (Implementation  and  Maintenance  Cost) 

Change  the  pipeline  portion  and  the  total  cost  column  as  follows: 


rrom: 


Annual 

BLM 

Rancher 

Rancher 

Project 

Units 
127  mi 

Cost 

Cost 
273,000 

Maintenance 

Pipeline 

348,000 

1,650 

Total  Costs 

2 

,988,000 

1,360,000 

32,790 

93 


To 


Annual 

BLM 

Rancher 

Rancher 

Project 

Units 
41  mi 

Cost 

Cost 

Maintenance 

Jacks  Creek 

166,000 

83,000 

410 

Pipeline 

Other  pipeline 

86  mi 

172,000 

215,000 

1,240 

Total  Cost 

2,978,000 

1,385,000 

32,790 

Page  3-1 

Vegetation  Types  and  Cover 

Delete  the  acronym  "(SVIM)"  in  the  sixth  paragraph  on  this  page. 

Page  3-2 

Threatened  and  Endangered  Plants 

Replace  the  first  paragraph  of  this  section  with  the  following 
paragraph: 

An  inventory  in  1979  and  1980  was  conducted  for  threatened  or 
endangered  plant  species.  Two  endangered  plants,  Astragalus 
mulfordiae  and  Hackelia  ophiobia  were  found.  Four  threatened  plants 
were  found,  Astragalus  camptopus ,  Astragalus  yoder-williamsii, 
Erigeron  latus  and  Lepidium  davisii.  These  plants  are  maintaining 
themselves  under  present  management. 

Page  3-2,  3-3,  and  3-4 

Replace  the  phrase  "SVIM  inventory"  with  the  phrase  "soil  vegetation 
inventory"  in  the  following  places: 


2nd  full  paragraph 

2nd  and  4th  full  paragraphs 

1st  full  paragraph 


Page  3-2 

Page  3-3 

Page  3-4 
Page  3-10 
Sage  Grouse 

Delete  the  3rd  full  paragraph  in  page  3-10. 
Page  3-11 
Valley  Quail 

Omit  the  word  native  from  the  first  sentence. 
Page  4-1 
Assumption  and  Analysis  Guidelines 
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Add  the  words  "ecomonic  and  vegetation"  after  the  first  word  in 
number  4) . 

Page  4-5 

Soil  and  Water  Resources 

Add  the  following  paragraph  to  the  end  of  this  section: 

As  ground  cover  increases,  especially  herbaceous  vegetation, 
infiltration  would  increase  and  increased  ground  water  recharge  would 
occur.  A  slight  increase  in  spring  flow  may  occur  as  a  result  of 
this  increased  groundwater  recharge. 

Page  4-7 

Antelope 

Replace  the  last  sentence  in  the  antelope  section  with  the  following: 

Establishing  crucial  antelope  winter/early  spring  ranges  for 
priority  management  to  improve  habitat  conditions  (i.e.,  changing 
turnout  dates  and/or  grazing  systems)  would  provide  for  population 
increases . 

Page  4-7 

Bighorn  Sheep 

Replace  the  entire  section  with  the  following: 

The  proposed  Jacks  Creek  pipeline  would  adversely  impact  bighorn 
sheep.  Although  the  pipeline  is  outside  the  bighorn  habitat 
boundary,  it  would  provide  water  for  livestock  and  thus  allow  them  to 
forage  at  least  a  mile  into  bighorn  habitat.  Approximately  two  to 
three  square  miles  of  bighorn  habitat  east  of  Rattlesnake  Creek  would 
be  available  for  Livestock  use.  Five  to  10  bighorn  sheep  may  be 
displaced  by  this  use. 

A  key  management  area  for  bighorn  sheep  habitat  would  be 
established  on  Battle  Creek  to  improve  bighorn  habitat.  This  would 
include  changes  in  turnout  dates  and/or  grazing  systems.  Resulting 
range  improvement  would  allow  bighorn  sheep  habitat  conditions  to 
improve  and  population  levels  would  be  maintained.  Consequently, 
bighorn  sheep  objectives  would  be  met. 

Page  4-8 

Sage  Grouse 

Replace   the   last   sentence   of   the   seventh   paragraph   with   the 
following: 

Establishment  of  rest  or  deferred  grazing  systems  on  critical 
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brood  rearing  areas  and  providing  for  large  meadow  areas  to  be 
fenced,  if  necessary,  would  allow  sage  grouse  populations  to 
increase . 

Page  4-9 

Meadow/Riparian  Associated  Wildlife 

Add  the  following  two  paragraphs  after  the  fifth  paragraph  in  this 
section: 

Nonfenced  riparian  zones  not  protected  by  rugged  canyons  are 
often  heavily  utilized  by  livestock.  Such  use  results  in  reduced 
cover  for  wildlife  (reduced  nesting  and  hiding  cover  for  birds  and 
small  mammals) ,  and  a  decline  in  forage  quality  as  annuals  and 
non-riparian  species  invade  and  become  more  dominant  in  the 
community.  The  degradation  in  habitat  quality  in  turn  results  in  the 
decline  in  population  and  species  diversity  of  small  mammals  and 
birds. 

The  implementation  of  grazing  systems  will  provide  some  rest  for 
riparian  areas.  Depending  upon  the  system  implemented  1/2  to  2/3  of 
an  allotment  could  be  rested  during  the  period  most  important  to 
wildlife  (spring  through  mid-summer).  Once  cattle  are  introduced 
into  the  pasture,  the  meadow  cover  will  be  reduced  rapidly  due  to 
livestock  concentration  on  the  succulent  vegetation. 

Page  4-20 

Economics 

Add  the  following  section  prior  to  the  secondary  impact  section  on 
page  4-20: 

Recreation  Benefits 

The  economic  value  of  increased  recreation  use  (10,100  hunter 
days)  would  be  $286,840  by  year  20.   This  was  calculated  as  follows: 

20-Year  Hunter  Day  Increase  Calculation: 

Base  Hunter  Days  (Chap.  3-Recreation)  123,007 

Proposed  Action  Hunter  Days  (Chap.  4-Recreation)  194,600 

Continue  Present  Mgmt .  Hunter  Days  (Chap.  4-Recreation)  184,500 

Hunter  Day  Increase  Due  to  Proposal  10,100 

Recreation  Visitor  Day  Value  Calculation: 

Hunter  USFS        Percent      Composite 

Type  RVD  Value     of  Total       Value 

Big  Game  $23.10  9.5        $  2.19 

Upland  Game  27.20         57.3         15.59 

Waterfowl  32.00         33.2         10.62 

TOTAL  100.0        $28.40 
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Value  of  Recreation  Visitor  Use  Day  Increases  at  end  of  20  Years: 

10,100  Hunter  Days  x  $28.40  per  day 

$286,840  total  value  of  increased  Recreation  Visitor  Days 

Page  4-36 

Add  the  following  section  prior  to  the  secondary  impact  section: 

Recreation  Benefits 

The  economic  value  of  increased  recreation  use  (25,500  hunter 
days)  would  be  $724,200  by  year  20. 

Page  4-54 

Add  the  following  section  prior  to  the  secondary  impact  section: 

Recreation  Benefits 

The  economic  value  of  increased  recreation  use  (20,500  hunter 
days)  would  be  $582,200. 

Page  4-56 

Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Commitments  of  Resources 

Replace  number  5)  with  the  following  statement  and  add  Number  6): 

5)  livestock,  production  and  income  losses, 

6)  wildlife  population  losses. 
Page  B-l  -  Appendix 

Forage  Allocation  Methodology 

Delete  the  7th  paragraph  on  this  page. 

Page  B-2  and  B-3 

Available  Forage  Production  Determination 

Replace  the  last  paragraph  on  page  B-2  through  the  second  full 
paragraph  on  page  B-3  with  the  following: 

To  determine  the  amount  of  forage  available  for  allocation, 
range  sites  were  first  stratified  by  condition  class.  Then 
production  statistics  were  run  on  representative  samples  of  each 
stratum  (range  site  by  condition  class)  to  determine  the  mean  herbage 
production  and  the  range  in  production  to  be  expected  with  an  80% 
confidence  interval.  A  climatic  adjustment  factor  was  then  applied 
to  the  resulting  per  acre  production  values  for  each  stratum  to 
account  for  yearly  variation  in  plant  growth  (Sneva  and  Hyder,  1962). 
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Total  forage  production  was  calculated  for  each  soil  mapping 
unit  by  multiplying  the  pound  per  acre  forage  production  of  each 
stratum  by  the  percentage  each  stratum  makes  up  in  the  mapping  unit 
and  summing  the  result.  The  percent  composition  of  each  soil  mapping 
unit  was  determined  from  a  correlated  third  order  soil  survey. 

Total  forage  production  on  an  allotment  basis-  was  calculated  by 
multiplying  the  pounds  per  acre  forage  production  of  each  soil 
mapping  unit  by  the  associated  number  of  acres  contained  in  each 
allotment  and  then  summing  the  result. 

Page  B-4  -  Appendix 

Range  Suitability  Methodology 

Replace  the  second  paragraph  with  the  following  paragraph  and  table: 

Those  portions  of  the  rock  outcrop  site  shown  on  Table  B-2a  were 
considered  non-suitable  and  forage  produced  on  this  range  site  was 
not  allocated  to  livestock.  Forage  was  not  allocated  on 
approximately  65%  of  the  McConnell  Allotment  (823)  because  slopes  in 
this  area  exceeded  50%. 

Table  B-2a 
Unsuitable  Range 


Allot. 

No. 

Name 

Acreage 

0801 

Castle  Creek 

436.2 

0802 

Battle  Creek 

8,505.5 

0803 

Big  Springs 

3,665.8 

0805 

Riddle 

4,337.4 

0808 

Northwest 

12,144.2 

0809 

Center 

1,083.3 

0810 

Scotts  Table 

1,594,2 

0811 

Canyon  View  Seeding 

340.0 

0812 

Miller  Table  Seeding 

252.8 

0840 

Strickland-Hal 1-Yates 

5,050.6 

0842 

M  &  L 

211.6 

0843 

Simplot 

3,741.3 

0844 

Tindall  &  Sons 

897.6 

0846 

Alzola 

809.7 

TOTAL 

43,067.2 

The  acreage  figures  are  represented  by  the  soil  mapping 
unit  number  7,  rock  outcrops,  which  are  in  good  to 
excellent  range  condition,  50%  or  greater  slopes  and 
contain  70%  or  more  rock. 
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Page  G-4 

Glossary 

Replace  the  definition  of  range  site  with  the  following: 

A  distinctive  kind  of  rangeland,  which  in  the  absence  of 
abnormal  disturbance  and  physical  site  deterioration,  has  the 
potential  to  support  a  native  plant  community  typified  by  an 
association  of  species  different  from  that  of  other  sites.  This 
differentiation  is  based  upon  significant  differences  in  kind  or 
proportion  of  species,  or  total  productivity. 

Page  R-l 

References 

Add  the  following  to  the  References  section: 
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Sheva,  Forest  A.,  and  Hyder,  Donald  N.  1962.  "Forcasting  Range  Herbage 
Production  in  Eastern  Oregon."  Ag.  Experiment  Station  Bulletin  No. 
588,  Oregon  State  University,  Corvallis,  Oregon. 
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